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PREFACE. 

Mr, Andros's Essay made its appearance in Au- 
gusu 1890. It remained a doubt, for some time, 
^wbetbejr it was best to take any publick notice of it. 
Though it assumed an air of much assurance, and 
contained many positive assertions ; yet, it was not 
perceived, that it shed much li^ht on the point dis- 
cussed, or exhibited any arguments likely to can^ 
conviction to the minds of those, who are acquainted 
with Che grounds and reasons of the doctrine, which 
it opposes. Indeed, the Essay seemed to comprise 
so many concessions, and so many contradictions, as 
in a good degree to carry with it its own refutation. 
But, as it was observed, that the piece was circulated 
with no small degree of zeal and industry ; that it was 
likely to fall into the hands of some but partially ac- 
quainted with the subject, or strongly prejudiced 
against the truth; and that 'Uhe foes of sound doc« 
trine" h^d already begun to take occasion from it, to 
exult and speak reproachfully ; it was net thought 
advisable to let it pass without some animadversion. 

After it had been deemed expedient to make some 
remarks upon the Essay, it was still a question, what 
method it was best to adopt. Had Mr. A. confined 
himself to the simple question, whether Divine Agen- 
cy be the efficient cause of moral evil, he might have 
been answered in a cencise and systematick manner. 
The arguments for and against the doctrine, lie in a 
narrow compass. But, he has seen fit to introduce 
much extraneous matter, especially of a metaphysi- 
cal nature, some of which is considered dangerous in 
its tendency ; and to make many incidental observa- 
tions, some of which are calculated to give wronff 
views of truth, others to excite improper feelings, and 
Others to nourish unreasonable prejudices* It wa^ 



deemed most advisable, therefore, to follow faia:, step 
by step, through all his meandcringsand aberrations 
irom the point at issue, 7'his course has been adopt- 
ed, and the term Review assumed, as the most proper 
litie to the observations, which it is proposed to 
make* 

If it sliould be thought, that any thing, in the fol- 
lowing pa^es, has too much the air of pleasantry and 
humour, tor the seriousness and importance of th^ 
jubject, the apology is, that it is extremely difficult 
to set error and inconsistency in a true li^ght wilbotA 
making vhem look ri^iculouft* 



REVIEW. 



SECTION I. 

Review of the Introduction So the Essai^ 

Mr Andros professes to be a strict and con- 
sistent Calvinist. He regards, * with respect 
and honour, mant/ of the writings of New- Eng- 
land divines ; and has been as much attached to 
these, as any nfiere human compositions, and 
has read them with much de/fght, and as he 
hopes, real profit.^ 

This orthodox^ New- England divine, who 
regards with so much respect and honour, and 
has read with so much delight and profit, the 
\mtings of his fathers and brethren, thus be- 
gins his Essay : 

" It is well known to the christian publick, 
that New- England, for more than half a centu- 
ry, has been famed for discussing the plainest 
evangelical subjects, in a deep, abstruse, meta* 
physical way ; so that simple, honest, and well 
fw/t>rw^rf christians, have oft been perplexed and 
confounded with incomprehensible mysteries 
and diflGiculties, where none seem to h^^ve been 
apprehended by the sacred writers." If this 
sentence had escaped the pen of a supercilious, 
British reviewer, who looks down upon the re- 
volted colonies of New- England, with about as 
much contempt, as upon the rude settlements' 
1* 
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• at Botany Bay ; it would not have appeared so 
strange. If what is here represented, as well 
known to the christian publick« were a fact, it 
would not be wonderful, that *' a New- England 
divine^ in Europe, had well nigh become a term 
of reproach.'* 

To show the estimation in whi<;h our divines 
are held in England, Mr. Andros adduces the 
testimony of one, who ^ writes from London." 
By turning to the Theological Magazine for 
Pecembei*, 1798, to which he refers us» we find, 
th it this American in London, was complaining 
€f a surreptitious publication in the Magazine, of 
sonie hasty observations of his^ upon Dr. Hop- 
kins' Enquiry into the Nature of true Holiness, 
in a familiar letter to an English friend ; which 
observations, he acknowledges, had " the ap- 
pearaBce of carping and snarUng^ rather than of 
iairly estimating the worth of the work." And, 
ai^ much as this writer apprehends danger to the 
** religious people in North- America," from 
** the pride of reasoning and confident specula- 
•lions," he confesses, that he has '*been much 
Uidebted to Brainard, Edwards, Bellamy, and 
others, ' and still regards them ** with venera- 
tion, as writers of deep discernment and emi« 
nent piety ;'' and observes, *' had I been writing 
to some of my countrymen, I could and should 
hiive filled my paper with observations on thie 
excellency of that kind of religion contained in 
Dr. Hopkins's work, when compared with the 
laxity of principle too prevalent here." * It is 
not very unaccountable^ that a writer from Lon* 
#pn^ wJhere^ as he su^est^, *' AntiAomiai) ki^* 



ity and selfishness" were prevaknt, should com* 
pUiin a little of the " speculaticm and philoso- 
pliy" of Amtrican divines, as highly as he csti- 
BiAtes their strength of inieilect and worth of 
character. As a writer in the Magazine, above 
referred to, observes, '* We must allow good 
divines in Englaikd to have a spice of what we,, 
on this side of the water, call British pride. '^'^ 

But what, after all, are those *' plainest evan^ 
gelical, subjects," ifhich *New-Kngland has 
been so much and so long famed for discussing 
in a deep, abstruse, metaphysical way V They 
are not " the nature of original sin, the nature 
of holiness, the highly important distinction be- 
tween natural and moral inability, the nature of 
tl^ atonement, and the sinfulness and inefficacy 
of unregenerate doings." How much soever 
Mr. Andros may differ in opinion from the aid 
or modem Calvinists, on this or the other side 
of the Atlantick, he sees nothing too deep, too 
abstruse, too metaphysical, or even too philo- 
sophical, in the manner in which New-Englanti 
divines have treated of these evangelical sub- 
jects* ** These subjects, says he, were never 
more justly stated and clearly illustrated, than 
by American divines " After this cdnfcssion, 
it would seem ♦difficult to conjecture, what those 
*• plainest evangelical subjects'' can be, which 
]t^cW' England divines have discussed so meta^^ 
phymoUy^ upon which they * have attempted to 
gratt iiew, philospphical theoriest and upon 
which they have extended their speculations so 
far as to «avour of an awful intrusion into the 
unsearchable depths of the ways of God.' But 
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we are not Itft to the uncertainty and perplexi- 
ty of conjecture. Some of these points have 
been "hinted at»" in the Dedication of the^ryf 
edition of the Lectures of the Rev- Dr. Griffin.* 
Tiie jwints are, ^' the origin of sin ; a condition- 
al consent to f^e damned ; taste and exercise." 
To these, Mr. A. says, he ** mfg^t add many 
more.^^ He has not seen fit hoAvever to add them. 
This was the less needful, as he meait to limit 
his present essay to the si%le point, first men- 
tioned by Dr. Griffin, viz : ** the origin of sin," 
or, the efficient cause of moral evil. And even 
upon this one point, such was his " conscious- 
ness of the want of ability,'' such " the pressure 
of family afflictions and cares, and professional 
duties," and such his conviction, that no " oth- 
cr divines, or divinity schools needed his poor 
efforts to vindicate their principles or practice,*' 
that it was with *' great reluctance," thj^t he was 
"induced to obtrude his thoughts upon the 
christian publick." He proceeds to state the 
peculiar " circumstances, which drew him re- 
luctantly into the discussion." These are the 
following : That the sentiment, which he op- 
poses, has been magnified into an important ar- 
tirle of Christianity, contrary to the practice of 
that ** able and judicious divine, the Rev. Sam* 
uel Niles"— that this '' new theory,'' as he loves 
to call it, is sometimes represented as an im- 
provement in divinity, the truth and importance 
of which, must be discerned by all who are not 
deficient in wisdom and discernment ;— that he 

^ Mr. A. does not iDform his readers, that tlie Rev. Doctor left 
ik^ hinll out of his 9tC9Hd editioa. . 



has a ** strong conviction," that this " princi- 
ple" tends to prejudice multitudes against the 
gospel^ and to aid the cause of Infidelity, Ar- 
mi^ianism, and Unitarianism ; — that candidates 
have been perplexed with this question before or- 
daining councils ; — that he has heard it'affinned, 
that this " notion of divine agency" has become 
'^ the line of demarcation" between the friends 
and the foes of sound doctrine ; — that, to deny 
this doctrine, has been represented as opposi- 
tion to the government of God^ and little better 
than atheism ;— -that it has been suggested, that 
the silence of " great theologians," who deny 
this sentiment, is owing to a conviction, that it 
cannot be refuted ; that some thoughts of his 
on this point, in a volume of sermons, had ex- 
cited the frowns of some he esteemed ; — and, 
last, though not least, that his lot was unhappi- 
ly cast in $uch a ** theological atmosphere," that, 
possibly, a thought might be generated in the 
minds of some of his parishioners, that, because 
he did not advance this doctrine, he could hard- 
ly be fit to instruct them in other things. Such 
were the imperious circumstances, which con- 
strained him to assume the pen of controver- 
sy. And, after all this, and though his mot- 
to is, "speaking the truth in love," he does 
not expect to be read, by any, who have ** com- 
pletely surrendered up their understanding, and 
even the Bible, to human systems," and think 
it enough to refute all he can say, barely '' to 
recollect the name (not the arguments) ol a lit* 
vourite writer." , 
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'Upon this statement of oircumstances, I 
would remark, that, whether the doctrine in 
question, rightly understood, be an imi>ortant 
point in divinity, whether it be a npi;^/ doctrine^ 
whether a denial of it be a virtual denial of the 
government and providence of God, and wheth- 
er a belief or rejection of it tends most to infU 
deiity, may be matter of inquiry in the follow- 
ing sections. That candidates for ordination 
have sometimes been perpltSced with questions 
on this point, as well as many othiers, is highly 
probable ; especially such ^« have ^ot sti^ied 
with some ' great theologians,'' or been Jk>ng in 
aome ** divinity schocJ." The reasoa why the- 
ologians, who deny this doctriiie, ^o seld^ at- 
tack it, is, perhaps, best known to themselves* 
But, that the doctrine la question, has been 
madci in this vicinity, a " line of demarcation 
between the friends and the foes of sound doo 
trine,^' is a surmise, which I should be inclined 
to suspect, as Mr^ A. seems to think passi&Iey 
arises from "an unhappy, jealous sensibility in 
his own temper.'' It seems to want the evi- 
dence of fact. Though Mr. A. has been known, 
for years, to differ from several of his brethren, 
upon this, and some other impoitant points; 
yet no oue has, on th ^t account, declined ei- 
ther christian fellowship, or ministerial inter- 
course with him. When it was understood, 
that he had prepared his sermon on ColL ii. 8, 
now printed, by way of appendix to the t'ssay, 
several of his brethren in the ministry, dissua- 
ded him from printing it; as it seemed un- 
necessary that the publick should know, ths^t 
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pxciti a diversity of sentiment existed among di* 
vines reputed evangelical ; and as it might lead 
to an unprofitable controversy. When die ser- 
mon was, at length, primed ; no publick notice 
whatever was taken of it. While Mr. A, preach* 
ed zealously on the subject, in various pulpits^ 
the advocates of the doctrine of divine agency 
did little more than discuss it, privately, in the 
Association. Whether they may not have been 
too backward in defending the doctrine, and 
too tender of the feelings and reputation of its 
opposers, is a question, which^ at this lime^ wilt 
Jie waved. 



SECTION It 

Containing remarks upon Mr. jJJ^s statement ofthd 
question^ in his first section^ p* 13 — 31. 

Mr, A. says, p. I4» " The question may be 
thus stated, Does God operate directly on the 
heart of fallen man, and excite him, by ail in- 
ward positive influence, to yield to the motives 
and allurements to sin, which» in the course' of 
J)ivine Providence, are presented to his view ?'^ 
To this statement, there are two or llhree objec- 
tions : 

1. The phrase, ** operate directly on the 
heart,^' is objectionable. This is a mode of ex- 
pression very frequently used by Mr. A. in the 
course of his essay. Uut, what docs he mean 
by it ? Docs he suppose there is a faculty or 
substance in man.. called the hearty antecedently 
to the divine operation, upon which God acts, 
hardening •r softening it, as the smith does the 
iron ? What is a hard heart, besides selfish af- 
fections and volitions ? And what is a soft hearty 
besides disinterested affections and volitions F 
The scriptures speak of hardening the heart, 
turning tht ht'dft^ Jashionihg tht heart, and of 
makings givingy and creating a heart ; but they 
never speak of a divine operation on the hearts 
And sound philosophy, in morals and divinity, 
^ consists in speaking with the scriptures.' 

2, The question, thus stated, as Mr. A. ob- 
^prves^ *^ assumes human nature in its state of 
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ieepm\d awful depravity/' and has no concern 
witn " the manner, how moral evil first gained 
cxisttence in the mind of angels, once perfectly 
pur^ and blessed j nor how moraj corruption,, 
or liinful desires first entered into the hjeart of 
the primitive parents of our race, who were 
originally fonned in a state of perfect moral rec- 
titude." And is there, then, no dispute re-, 
spectingthe ori^n or efficient cause of the ^r^^ 
m of angels and of men ? Is it well understood 
and agreed, on all hands, how sin first entered 
the universe, and how it first gained existence 
in this world? It would, doubtless, be very 
convenient for the opposers of the doctrine of 
divine agency in the production of moral evil, 
to put out of the question, and if possible, out 
of mind, all consideration of the first sin of both 
angels and men, and ^ to assume human nature . 
in its fallen state;' as the utter impossibility of 
the (entrance of moral evil into the universe, 
without the agency of the First Cause of all 
things, is a plain and powerful argument, in 
proof of the doctrine in question. To admit 
that the question has any relation to the first sin 
of man would spoil Mr. A.'s fine argument, to 
prove that the.doctrine of divine agency is con- 
trary to analogy* p. 51. His argument * as- 
sumes the tiger, with all his ferocious appetite^ 
and thirst for blood.' But, here the question 
is not only, why the tiger, with such a ferocious 
appetite and thirst for blood, leaps upon his 
prey : But, how he came by such appetite and 
thirst/ The question before us, reispects the 
Jirst sin, as much as any subsequent sin ; and 
2 
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has as much relaticm to faUing man^ as toji^m 
men. ^ . r , , 

3. The word excite^ in the above statem^nt^ 
is liable to objection. To excite, often mea^s, 
to persuade, to instigate, to tempts which we ^xc 
far from attributing to the Holy God. 

Mr. A. has heard divines state the questiop 
differently, thus, "Does God as directly move 
persons to sin, as the Holy Ghost moves saints 
to holy exercises?" To this statement of the 
question we have no material objection ; and it 
seems, Mr. A. has none ; for he adds, " The 
fact, whether God does thus move sinners, is 
the question." This being the true state of the 
<juestion, it is easy to see^ 

First. That the advocates of the doctrine of 
divine efficiency may affirm truly (and not in 
words only, as Mr. A. insinuates, p. 15) *4hat 
God does not bring into existence the evil exer- 
cises or volitions of pien, without the use of mo- 
tives, or means adapted.'* For though the mind 
be not '* governed and determined by motive ;" 
yet motives may be u^ed in governing and de- 
termining the mind: though no "external 
means were sufficient of themselves to form 
Pharaoh's character;" yet God might use 
means in forming his character : and though 
^^ an object presented to the mind be a motive 
to choose ;" yet the positive agency of God may 
be necessary '^ to cause the mind to act, when 
the motive is presented." Mr. A. admits, 
". that a direct and positive divine efficiency is 
necessary to turn a heart of enmity and rebel- 
lion agaulst God, into love and obedience; and 
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that light and all other mentis are incompetent 
to produce this eflPect." . And yet, it is presum- 
ed, be will not maintain, that God does not work 
by means in regenerating sinners ; since it is 
written, " of his own will begat he us, by the 
word of truth.'' James i. 18. Supposing, then, 
a positive divine efficiency be necessary to turn 
a heart of love and obedience into enmity and 
rebellion ; why may not God work by means in 
this case, as well as the othdr ? It is difficult to 
perceive any respect, in which the two cases are 
not exactly parallel. On this point, Mr, A. does 
not appear to have clear and distinct ideas. He 
seems to have imbibed the notion, that whatev- 
er God produces, by his direct, positive agen*^ 
cy, he cannot produce in the use of means. He 
asks, "Do we know exactly how far God works 
by instruments, or by his own immediate agen- 
cy?* p. 17. And again, " Does God execute 
his will or purpose in turning the king's heart, 
or the heart of other sinners, whithersoever he 
will, by a direct operation on the mind, or- by 
the intervention and agency of second causes ?" 
p, 39. It is here implied, that just so far as 
God works by instruments^ so far his immediate 
or direct agency is excluded. That we do not 
mistake his meaning, is evident from his repre- 
senting those, who hold that ** God moves men 
' to sin, by a direct operation on the heart," as 
denying that he does it " by the instrumentality 
of second causes." But, what right has Mr. A. 
to charge them with such a denial ? Do they 
not uniformly assert, that God uses motives, 
means, and instruments, as much and in the 
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same manner, in hardeningi as in softening the 
human heart, in producing sinful, as holy c?c. 
ercises ? That they admit the use of means in 
words only, and not in reality, is Mr. A.'s in- 
ference, which he had np right to draw; and, 
in drawing which, he seems to have lost sight 
of his own observation, that ** it is too common 
a thing for persons to connect with one question 
a great many others, and to consider a writer as 
denying all those, if he denies this one/' p. 13. 
By denying that nrieans hiavj? " any efficiency in 
themsehrcs," we are by.no means bound to ^(^ 
ny, that God uses them in forming the beartp 
and moving the wills either of saints or sinners. 
The simple '* fact," that it |s Gpd> who, as the 
primary, eiEcient cause, hardens the hearts an^ 
inclines the wills of sihner3, h the thipg as- 
serted, and to be proved, or disprpvcd. Which 
leads to another reiQark, on the stateiQent ofthe 
question. 

Secondly. Those, who advocate the affir ma^ 
tive of the (question upder consideration, have 
An unquestionable right to say, that they do not 
undertake to explain the mamer^^m which 
God operates in the prpductipn of moral ev^.* 
The single question is, whether God does ope-- 
rate in the production o( moral evil? It is not^ 
whether he uses means? This is acknowU 
edged by all. ^ut, the question is, whether tte- 
means used, or the mllov agency of GW, be*- 
the efficient, or producing cause of moral evil I 
Those, who affirm, th^t divine agency is the 
cause, '* do not undertake to explain the man* 
ner in which this direj?t and positive agency is 



applied t6 the heart." But this, says Mr. A.. 
-'* i& jsomethii>|^ utterly foreign to the question.'' 
Itis so ; ah() this is a good reason why the ad- 
Vo€2j.te8 of divine efficiency shottld not meddle 
with it. We entirely agree with Mr. A, that 
" the Jacty whether God does thus move sin- 
ners, is the question ; and not the manner of 
his moving them :" just as the question be- 
tween Arminianis aiid Calvinists, is not, Abb the 
Holy Spirit operates in changing the heart ; but 
whetiier he does change it, by his spebial, di- 
vine influeitce. Hoxa God operates, Low his 
will produces effects, either gxxxl or evil, either 
m the natural or moral world, we do not pre- 
tend to explain. • Here, we take it, God is in- 
comprehensiUe.' B\it, itf is difficult to see, how 
this is ** really denying, or evading the matter 
in debsU^l" or, with wh&t consistency Mr. A. 
could say^^at " thfe manner j in which they as* 
5^ God nkoves the wills of sinners to choose 
evil, is the' substance of all, about which there 
h any question ;" when he has himself granted, 
that there is nfo question at all about it; and 
that *the fact, whether God does a^ directly 
vaavt p^sons to sin, as the Holy Ghost moves 
saia^ to holy ex:ercises, is the question, and 
ndt the* manner or his moving them." It is 
cquatty'dtffitult to see, withwhat justice IV^r. 
A- chai^ges those, who maintain the affiririatiyc 
of ti^ 'question, with impertinence, in saying; 
tbsLt " they do not undertake to decide how Gpa 
nfO\^ei^ the will of fallen meh to siifi:" To sup^ 
port this charge, hfe indetd*a^sehs, i\M ^** they 
have already d^eiai^cd hoW, on th6 one' hand, he 
♦2 
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does not do it by the instrumentaKty of second- 
causes." But, they have made no suchdeoia- 
ration. They say, that moral evil is an ^fffct^ 
not which God produces without meam ; but, 
which means cannot produce without God; 
an effect, produced through the intervention of • 
second causes, by the positive and efficient 
agency of the First Cause. No reason, there- 
fore, is perceived, why the advocates of this 
doctrine may not affirm, with as much truth and 
propriety, that they do not attempt to explain 
the manner in which God operates to produce 
moral evil, as the advocates of the doctrine of 
the special agency of the Holy Spirit in regen« 
eration, may affirm, that they do not attempt to 
explain the manner in which God operates to 
produce holiness. But, it requires no great sa-^ 
gacity to perceive, why* the opposers of the doc- 
trine in question, should be so anxious to fas- 
ten upon its advocates the charge of attempting 
toexplain the mode or monner of the dtvin eagen- 
cy : for, unless this be effected, all their com- 
plaints q{ speculative reasonings abstruse philos* 
ophy, metaphy sicks, and ^^ an awful intrusion 
into the unsearchable depths of the ways of 
God,^^ must be estimated as empty declamation, 
or, a disingenuous appeal to vulgar prejudice. 
Let it be remembered, that the question is 
not, whether God uses means and second causes 
or how he produces effects by his agency ; but, 
whether it is Hb that operates, making m^ans 
and second causes effectual ; *' whether he aa 
.directly moves men to sin^ as the Holy SpirH 
moves them in their holy exercises ?^^ If Mr* A* 
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means to maintain the negative of this question, 
I would not * aiTest his discussion' by any 
**igage inquiry*" I am willing to admit, that 
the question is of sufficient importance, to de* 
mand the most serious and thorough investiga- 
tion. That he does mean to maintain the neg- 
ative of the question before us, he expressly de- 
clares, "It is not the mode of such a direct op- 
enitioli, but the operation itself wt deny/' p. IS. 
And, indeed, if he did not mean to deny this, 
he might have spared himself the labour of wri- 
ting his essay. 

We entirely agree with Mr. A. that " it may 
be with divme truth, as with a divergent line ; 
though its obliquity be at first scarcely perceiv- 
able, yet if you pursue suclva line, it will allast 
recede to an immense distance, and produce in- 
teresting results. " p. 22. But, his illustration 
of this just observation, though but very re- 
motely related to the main subject of his essay, 
yet is thought to comprise three mistakes, which 
03ight not to pass without notice. His words 
ape, " The diflference between the Trinitarian 
and the Unitarian, begins in a distinction abso- 
lutely incomprehensible. One affirms, God is 
^solute unity in his essence. The other affirms, 
tkere is a distinction of persons in this essence, 
though to define it^ mocks all the powers of the 
human intellect." The first mistake here, is, 
that " the difference between Trinitarians and 
Unitarians, begins in a distinction absolutely fw- 
comprehemible.'^\ The distinction meant, is that 
of Three Persons. But, what is there incom- 
{»rebesisible in the distinction of Three Persons 
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in the Godh^a4» more than in the distinction of 
any other three persoixs ? The incomprehensi- 
ble mystery of the Trinity, lies, it is conceived, 
not in the distinction of persons, but in the un^^ 
ion of Three Persons in One Being, Essence, 
or Godhead* The second mistake is that of 
supposing, that unity oj* essence in Deity, is in- 
consistent with a distinction of persons. This 
is plainly implied in the words quoted : " One 
affirms, God is absolute unity in his essence. — 
The other affirms, that there is a distinction of, 
j&er^o«^ in this essence.'' But, is it orthodox, 
to concede, that these two affirmations are re-^ 
pugnant to each other ? Do not all consistentv 
Trinitarians maintain, that, while the Godhead 
comprises Three Persons, the Divine Essence, 
is absolutely One ? If it be not so, Trinitarians 
are justly chargeable with Tritheism. The 
third njistake is, that to define the distinction of 
persons in the Divine Essence, *' mocks all the 
powers of the human intellect/' As there is no 
difficulty in conceiving the idea of the personal 
distinction in Gdd ; so there is no difficulty in 
defining it. The difficulty lies, in definmg or 
describing that, in the One Divine Essence, 
which lays a foundation for the distinction of 
Three Persons. This, whatever it may be, 
is truly incomprehensible, and beyond th^ 
powers of the human intellect to define. 

It is a matter of much regret^ that orthodox 
divines, by such incidental inaccuracies, should 
give undue advantage td^ the propagators of fun* 
damental erroun 



SECTION III. 

Contatmng remarh t^on the second seetion of the 
E8$ay^ concemtng the Standard of Mfird and 
Theohgicd Truth, p. 24—31. 

We agree with Mr. A. that all que^iofis ia 
theology and morals, are to be decided by ^* the 
reasoning faculty of 9ian/' properly di^piplined 
and jduly exercised^i and ** the vplusie of revci- 
lation**^ But, with riespect to reason^ we should 
think Mr. A. assigns it quite too narrow it 
sphere, in the investigation of divine trujth. He 
says, *ylh regard to Revelation, there ^ but 
two points J in^re^ect to which the reason of 
man is called to exercise itself." Now, instead 
of ttaoy we should think there are aa many as 
six points, upon which reason may be properly 
exercised, in^^egardio Rgvelation. it belongs 
to reason ; 

1. To examine and weigh the evidences of 
Divine Revelation. ' 

2. To investigate its true meaning. 

3. To collect, and arrange in a system^ iht . 
doctrines, which Revelation teaches, and the du* 
ties, whirh it enjoins. 

4. To show the consistency of those doctrines 
and precepts, with each qther, and with the na- 
ture and relations of things, or the dictates of 
sound philosophy ; and thus to answer the r>6. 
jecUons of seepticks and hereticks against them-. 



2S 

$. To draw iriferences from the positions of 
the sacred writers, for *' doctrine, and instruc- 
tion in righteousness.'' And, 

6. To make application of the truths and 
precepts of scripture, to the consciences and 
hearts of men, for their '* reproof and correc- 
tion.'' 

We are happy to have no material objection * 
to the rule of interpreting the scriptures, laid 
down by Mr. A. p. 26. " The plain most nat- 
tural, and obvimis sense, which, considering the 
nature of language and the scope of the writer, 
would most readily offer itself to the mind of a 
sober, judicious and upright inquirer after truth, 
is the true sense." This rule is considered cori 
rect ad far as it goes. We should suppose, howi. 
ever, that the situation in w^ic^ a writer was 
placed, the- t)ccasion on which he wrote, the 
views and apprehensions of the persons whom 
he addressed, and the manners and customs of 
the people aiftbrig whom her tivrsd, might be ta:. 
ken into consideration, as well as " the nature of 
language and the scope of the writer," in order 
to ascertain his meaning- 

With a few remarks upon one or two instaii- 
ccs of Mn A.'s application of his rule of inter- 
pretation, we shall dismiss this section. 

Mr. A. applies his r\i\e,Jlrst to the "reason- 
ing" of Dr. Clark ; and, secondlt/^ to the '* opin- 
ion" of Dr. Emmons. 

According to his rule, he considers the met- 
aphysical argument of Dr. Clark, to prove the 
Unity of God, as false ; because it contradicts 
the testimony of the scriptures, *' that God ex- 
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lats wi 1^- -'xr, Son, and Holy Ghost.** But, 
bow Dr* Clark's argument contradicts this teg* 
tim Ay of scripture* is not seen. Dr. C. 's con- 
cluJon i&, th*.t God must be ^' one, simple, in- 
^nite^ absolutely united essence/' This con^ 
c;lu$ion Trinitariaus dn not hesitate to admity 
and think it not at all inconsistent with the scrip- 
tural doctrine of*' a distinction of persons in the 
Godhead/* I it be absurd to say. th«t the 
Godhead con^riscs Three co-equal Persons, in 
One, simple, undivided Essence, then there is 
no avoiding either Ui^itarianism on the one hand* 
pr Tfitheism on the oth^. 

Dr. Emmons, in his sermon on Rom* vii* 1 89 
Ws expressed *' the opinion, that sinful and ho* 
ly affections cannot co-exist in the human 
mind/' " But, says Mr.. A. although the reas- 
oning, by which this theory seems to be defend^ 
ed, does not admit of being pYcrthrown by an 
opposite course of abstract argumenjts, yet we 
reduce it to absurdity and .falsehood, by a very 
easy process ; it is contrary to what is written.*' 
The process, by which he supports this high 
charge of absurdity and falsehoods is simply to 
set down three passages of scripture* without 
note or comment. This is an easy process tru- 
ly. If such processes were deemed conclusive, 
a mere novice* who has a concordance, might, 
in a few hours, explode the qpinions of all the 
Doctors in the world. But. let us attend to the 
texts in Mr. A/s brief process. It would have 
been ingenuous^, if he had not only quoted these 
texts- but offered some reasons against the ex- 
^laiuitipns, which Dn Emmons gives of them> . 
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But this, perhaps, might have led him into ** ab- 
stract reasoning," in which he has lost " all con- 
fidence,' ' and by which he ha4 acknowledged, 
the Doctor's "theory tfoet not admit of being 
overthrown.'- The two passages first quoted by 
Mr A. follow Dr. Emmons' text, in the same 
ch pter. On these, the Doctor thus comments : 
** Here the apostle tells us, that he had good af- 
fections sometimes, and then he really desired 
and intended to do good ; but yet he did not 
fulfil his resolutions. The reason was, that when 
the time came in which he intended to do certain 
good deeds, evil affections were present with 
him, and prevented him firom doing the duties 
which he had previously resolved to do. His bad 
affections prevented his having good affections. 
For, if his good affections had continued, noth- 
ing could have prevented him from performing 
what he had intended to perform. According 
to his own account of the exercises of his heart, 
his good exercises extluded ba^ ones, and his 
bad affections excluded good ones.'' Sermons, 
vol. 1, p. 338. The other passage. I. John iii. 
9, is incidentally brought into view by the Doc- 
tor, in answering an objection. Upon this he 
observes in substance, that if it proves any 
thing to the purpose for which it is brought, it 
proves too much. It proves, that when once 
the good seed is sown in the heart, it remains 
and produces nothing but ^o'>rfyrt/>. But all 
acknowledge, that saints are in a state of imper- 
fection. Hence he concludes that this ttxt 
supports the very sent'meffi which it is sup- 
posed to refute. ^^ If he that is bom of God 
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sinneth not, because his seed remaineth in him ; 
then that seed, which our Saviour calls spirit, is 
totally distinct from such sinfnl exercises, as alt 
must allow more or less prevail in the best of 
saints. Ser. vol. 1, p. 344 — 346. 
3 






SECTION IV. 

Contamng rmmrks upon the fornw* part of ike 
third section of the Essay, p. 32 — 38. 

The question being clearly stated, and the 
standard by which it is to be decided being fix- 
edt Mr. A. proceeds, with ardour and confi- 
dence, to the discussion. And here, it seems, 
•he was aware, how much easier it is to demol- 
ish, than to build. The greater part of what 
follows in his essay, is designed to subvert the 
doctrine of his opponents, and but a small part 
to support his own. It is not a little curious, 
that one, who, in his youth, found a difficulty in 
metaphysical writings, and as it would seem, on 
that account, threw them aside, and who, hav- 
ing lately, at an advanced age, amidst many 
cares and avocations, * reviewed some of these 
speculations, has lost all confidence in abstract 
reasoning,' shoiild, nevertheless, deal so largely 
in nletaphysical reasoning, as Mr. A. has done 
in this and the following sections. But, we 
shall not compl un of this ; as we are convinced 
th'^t metaphysical retisoning m:^y be as sound, 
and metaphysical deductions as conclusive, as 
mathemtitic il. 

Mr. A. first t'ikes hold of whnt he terms the 
two ** main pill irs of the system of direct effi- 
ciency ;" persu ded no doubt, like Sampson in 
the house of Dagon, th;^t, by pulling down 
these, he shall overthrow the whole edifice. 
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The first of these pillars is a negation^ viz : 
" that the mind is not governed or determined 
by motive.*' For attacking this negative pillar, 
Mr. A. thinks some apology due ; as there is 
something '* abstract and metaphysical" in it. 
But* -he found it indispensably necessary to sub- 
vert this prop ; since^ while it stood, it gave a 
firm support to the doctrine he opposes. ^* If it 
was a real fact, he admits^ that motives do nev- 
er determine, move, or excite the mind to ac- 
tion ; then, indeed, the philosophy we oppose 
must stand good. For, if these do not deter- 
mine the will, we shall not surely contend that 
it is governed by any other second cause ; and) 
if not by a second cause, then^ without all con- 
troversy, it must be by a direct act of the great 
First Cause." How. then, does our author over- 
throw this position, on which so much depends ? 
It is dcwie with as much ease and expedition, 
as Dr. Emmons's *' opinion" was shewn to be 
" absurd and f dse." It is only to ''* cite Dr. 
Stephen West's own words against himself,'' 
make a few comments upon them, and then 
roundly assert, notwithstanding ' all confidence 
in abstract reasoning is lost^' that " the doctrine 
of Locke, Edwards, and others, respecting the 
will being determined by the strongest motive, 
is sound phHosophy " Now, we cannot but think 
that a mere opinion of Dr. West's, without his 
reasons, and in contradiction too, to the whole 
argument of his book, is slender ground; on 
which to erect a battering ram, th>it is to de- 
molish a main pillar of our doctrine. But, we 
arc not yet convinced, that such an acute and 
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able metaphysician as Dr. West, has so palpa. 
bly contradicted himself. Mr. A.'s first quota- 
tion from him, is but a fragment of a sentence. 
Had he produced the whole, he might have been 
ashamed of 'citing the Doctor's own words 
against himself.' *' It hence appeareth, says the 
Doctor, that there is an utter impropriety in say- 
ing, that the mind \s governed and determined by 
motive ; if the expression is designed to repre- 
sent motive as the cause^ and choice or volition 
as its effect.'*'^ Now, where is the inconsistency 
between this, and his saying, that " so strong 
and insuperable are these mutual tendencies of 
motives, and the will of moral beings, to each 
other ; and so inseparable the connexion be- 
tween the influence of the former, and the exer- 
tions of the latter ; that no object, with quali- 
ties suited to the state, temper or disposition of 
the mind, ever cometh into its view without be- 
ing actually chosen, &c," Essay on Mor. A. 
p. 72. Is it here conceded, that motives causQ 
the tendency of the will towards them, or pro- 
duce the temper and disposition of mind adapt- 
ed to them, or create the volitions by which 
they are chosen ? This is not the Doctor's 
meaning ; as must be evident to every one, who 
reads the whole section from which this quota- 
tion is made. £s. on M. A. part I. sec. III. 
What Dr. West meant by mutual tendencies be- 
tween the will and motives, he thus explains : 
"Thereisafoundationin the nature of things, aris- 
ingfrom some certain quality in objects,and from 
the particular state, temper and complexion of 
the mind, for their being chosen^ whenever they 
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shall be known and perceived, and as soon as 
they shall come into the view of the mind. Or,. 
to speak more agreeably to strict, philosophick 
truth ; it is agreeable to the constitution of God, 
and the law oF constant divine operation, that 
such peculiar effects should invariably take 
place under such certain circumstances, and 
come into existence in such a particular series, 
connexion and order/' lb. p. 76. This being 
Dr. VV.'s meaning, Mr. A.'s tart question to 
Mr. Weeks, and all his reasoning from the 
Doctor's words, *' cited against himself,*' arc 
spoiled. 

If Mr. A. means to maintain any thing to his 
purpose, in this section, it must be this ; that 
motive is the efficient came of volition in men. 
But, did either Locke or Edwards, hold this 
unphilpsophical doctrine ? This is not to be as-? 
sumed without proof. President Edwards says, 
" Every act of the will whatever, is excited by 
some motive — Motive is the cause of the act of 
the will — Volitions are properly the effects of 
their motives, and necessarily connected with 
them." Treatise on the Will, part II. sec. 10. 
This is the amount of what Mr. Edwards has 
said on the subject ; and this, incidentally, ia 
refuting Mr. Chubb's notion of a sclf-determin-. 
ing power in the will. What then, does he 
mean, when he says, that motive is the cause of 
the act of the will ; and that volitions are propi 
erly the effects of their motives ? Does he mean, 
that motive is the efficient cause of every act of 
the will? Was it his idea, that motive, by. a 
power or energy inherent in itself, produces 
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ejich act of the will? And when he says, that 
vriitions are necessarily connected with their 
iTiOtives; does i)e mean, that motives them- 
Syrives, by their own agency or efficiency, estab- 
lish the connexion between themselves and vo- 
litions ? This docs not ^ppcar, from :iny thing 
he has written. From what he has observed in 
P. 1 1, 5ec. 3, it appears quite evident, that he 
did not consider motive as producing volition, 
though necessary tc the existence of it. *^ The 
word came is often used in so restrained a sense, 
as to signify only that which has 2l positive effi- 
cincy or influence to produce a thing, or bring 
it to pass. But there are many things which 
"have no such positive productive influence; 
which yet are causes in that respect, that they 
have truly the nature of a ground or reason why 
some things are, rather than others; or why 
they are as they are, rather than otherwise.— 
When I speak of connexion of causes andeffects^ 
I have respect to moral causes^ as well as those 
that are called natural in distinction from them. 
Therefore I sometimes use the word cause, in 
this inquiry, to signify any antecedent, either 
natural or moral, positive or negative, on which 
an event, either a thing, or the manner and cir- 
cumstance of a thing, so depends, that it is the 
ground or reason, either in whole, or in part, 
why it is, rather tlv^n not ; or, why it is as it is, 
rather than otherwise j or, in other words, any 
antecedent with which a consequent event is so 
connected, that it truljr belongs to the reason 
why the proposition which affirms that event, is 
true; wh&thek ir has ahv pasi»ve4N- 
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IFLUENCE, OR NOT." Ill thc setisc here ex- 
plained, we find no difficulty in admitting' that 
motives cause volitions, and are inseparably 
connected with them. 

JVlr. A. has represented that distinguished 
metaphysician, Mr. Locke, as advancing the 
doctrine, that motivt^s efficiently produce voli- 
tions. It would have been a favour, if he had 
refeiTcd us to the place in which this doctrine is 
advanced ; for we have looked through Locke's 
Essay on the Understanding, without being able 
to find a word on the subject. 

That motives are second causes of human vo- 
litions, and that they have ** all the causality, 
that any second causes in nature cun be sup- 
posed to possess, is granted. But, it is not 
granted, nor do we think it can be proved that 
any second cause is an efficient cause, or has 
power, as such, to produce any effect* either in 
the natural or moral world. To suppose this, 
is viewed as absurd, for the following reasons : 

!• To say that ^e-conrf causes are efficient 
causes, is a contradiction in terms. The very 
idea of ^ first cau^e, is, that which not only pro- 
duces second causes with all their properties, 
but, by its own inherent energy, gives second 
causes all their influence in producing effects. 
If dten^ the jfir^^ cause be an efficient cause, and 
s^ond causes be efficient causes, wKere is thd 
difference between them ? As ft respects their 
ii^usence in producing effects, they are one and 
the same. To say, therefore, tliat second c^usm 
are efficient cau:ses. is the same as to say. that 
second cait^s are first causes ; which is a pal- 
pable contradiction* 
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2. To say that second causes are efficient 
causes, is the same as to say, that God has com- 
municated to them a power of acting tndepen- 
dently. Mr. A, supposes, that besides creating 
and upholding second causes, God has impart- 
ed to them "•an influence, energy, or activity" 
sufficient to produce their appropriate effects ; 
and that, having this influence, activity, or en- 
ergy imparted to them, they can now produce 
their effects, without any direct positive, or im- 
medi 4te agency of the First Cause. Is not this 
as much as to si.y, that second causes, act inde- 
pendently? If, after their energy is once im- 
parted to them, they need no further agency or 
influence of the Deity in producing their effects; 
do they not produce them independently of any 
such agency or influence ? As, according to 
Mn A. God has given permanent existence to 
second causes, with all their properties and en- 
ergies, which cannot be annihilated without an 
exertion of his infinite power ; it clearly follows, 
that should He now cease to operate, and even 
cease to exist, second causes would remain and 
continue to produce their eflects, just as they 
do at present. And if this be not independent 
action, what is ? But, Mr. A. docs not think, 
*'that any man, who believes the Bible, would 
advance such an idea, as that God ever made 
any creature to exist and acty independently of 
himself.'* p. 16. 

3. To say that second causes are efficient 
causes, is virtually to say, that they are intelli- 
gent, voluntary agents. To act as an efficient 
cause, is to produce something, which did not 
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exist before* Now, we ask, can any new thing 
be produced, without the voluntary exertion of 
some intelligent being ? To say that inert mat- 
ter may produce an effect, is to destroy the dis- 
tinction between matter and mind. And to say 
that mind may produce an effect, without a vo*- 
litipn, without putting forth any, act to produce 
it, is absurd. If, then, second causes produce 
their effects, without the agency of the First 
Cause, and by their own inherent energy and 
activity, they must put forth volitions and be 
voluntary agents. Bu^ Mr. A, if we under- 
stand him, maintains, that all second causes 
produce their effects, without any direct and 
positive agency of the First Cause. Will he, 
then, strike from the list of second causes, all 
material things, and limit such causes to beings 
endued with mind and volition ? 

4 To say that second causes are efficient 
causes, saps the foundation of the evidence, 
from the works of creation and providence, that 
God created and governs the world. If God 
may impart *' an influence, energy and activity'' 
to second causes sufficient to produce one thing 
or event, why not another ; why not all things 
and events ? And what evidence, then, have we, 
from " the things that arc made" and theevents 
that take pUce, that "He, who built all things" 
and governs the world, " is God V^ And how 
docs the ascription of the work of creation to 
Christ, prove that He is a Divine Person ? 

5. To sa^ that second causes are efficient 
causes, is contrary to sacred scripture. It is 
the express deckration of the apostle, that God 
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" workcth all things after the counsel of his own 
will r' and that He " worketh aH in all.'^ 

But, if it be absurd and unscriptual to repre- 
sent second causes as efficient causes ; then mo- 
tives are not efficient causes, and do not govern 
the mind, or cause voluntary ext^rcises in men, 
without the direct agency of the Great l^st 
Cause. And hence \ve may see, who is charge- 
able witli the highest degree of "presumption," 
and who is most to be "^ admired for his humil- 
ity and reverence for the Deity ;" he who as- 
serts, or he who denies^ that God " can give any 
such efficiency to second causes and instru^ 
ments* as to turn the hearts of men what way 
Jic pleases, without any other influence." p. 41# 

Besides the general reasons mentioned above, 
J would suggest two or three others, to refute 
the notion, that the will of man is governed by 
the efficient energy of motives* 

1 . If motives governed the human will, the 
most weighty motive would always prevail By 
motive, m this connexion, is meant, something 
perceived by the mind, without itself, suited to 
be the object of choice or volition. Now, if 
such external objects or motives governed the 
will, it is obvious, that the strongest motive, the 
most weighty and important object, when seen, 
must always move the will, or cause it to choose. 
But, is this the fact ? It will be granted, that 
eternal happiness and misery are more weighty 
and pow^erful motives, than any temporal good 
and evil. But when Mr. A. with all his elo- 
quence and pathos, sets before his hearers the 
joys of heaven and the pains of hell, does he 
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find them uniformly moved, by these most 
weighty of alt motives, to deny themselves and 
seek first the kingdom of God ? But, perhi«ps, 
Mr. A. will say, they are not moved by these 
motives, because the state or diposition of their 
hearts is such, as to prefer temporal good to 
eternal. W hen it is asserted, then, that the will 
is gox>ern€d by motive, that motive is the effi- 
cient cause of volition ; is this all that is meant, 
that motive produces volition, when the heart 
is disposed to choose it ? That motives govern 
the will, when the will coments to be governed 
by them ? This, it would seem, is a verj- gentle 
kind of government, and altogether inefiicient. 
But, what disposer the heart to choose the motive? 
What inclines the will to consent to be governed 
by it ? This is the question. And Mr. A. up- 
on his scheme, must answer, It is the motive^ 
the object presented, that disposes the heart to 
choose itself, and inclines the will to consent to 
be govered by it : and so the most weighty mo- 
tive will always prevail, contrary to what is well 
.known to be the fact It is not seen how he 
can consistently answer otherwise, while he 
holds, that motives have an cflicient " energy 
and activity" imparted to them. If motive gov- 
erns the will, then, when the Serpent presented 
the app.e to our mother Eve, as ^pleasant to 
the-eyes, good for food, and to be desired to 
make one wise,' this motive prodtwed in her 
mwA a disposition to choose the apple, and caus-^ 
edhtt to c^nseiit to eat it; or, in other words, 
. changed ^her itoly heart into a sinful one, in op^ 
p<9s«|tioki4o^e more weighty motive of l^joa 



36 

the one hand, and death on the other. And that 
too, when the state, disposition and inclination 
of her heart were altogether against this weaker 
motive, and wholly in favour of the stronger one. 
Which leads ihc to observe, 

2. That no motive, whether weak or strong, 
ever produces a corresponding volition, unless 
the heart be previously disposed or inclined to- 
wards it. By the heart is meant here, not a dor- 
mant taste, .-appetite or principle, but the affec- 
tions, in distinction from volitions, the imma* 
nent^ in distinction from the emanent exercises 
of the will. While the heart, understood in this 
sense, remains holy, all motives to the exercise 
of a sinful volition, are spurned ; and while the 
heart remains sinful, all motives to the exercise 
of a holy volition, are equally spumed. Sup- 
posing Satan to have been the first sinner, while 
his heart remained pure and benevolent, he re- 
jected, indignantly, every motive, which could 
come into the view of his mind, to excite him 
to rebellion against his Maker. And while the 
hearts of our first parents, remained uncorrupt,^ 
they rejected, with disdain, every motive, which 
the arch tempter set before them, to excite them 
to eat the forbidden fruit. And so, on the oth- 
er hand, while the hearts of fallen men, remain 
** full of evil,'* they rejecpt all the motives, which 
can be set before them^to " cease to do evil and 
learn to do well." This proves , not that "means 
arc absolutely nothing ; and that motives are no 
means of moving rational creatures to act ;" but 
it does prove, and we think, demonstrably, that 
motives have no ** efficiency'* in themtopro'^ 
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duce the volitions of the will ; or, that the will 
of a rational creature, is, in no case, governed or 
determined by motives. Motives arc mcans^ as 
they always intervene, between the efficient cause 
and volition, and every voluntary act. Motives 
arc second causes^ i. e. causes sine qua non^ or 
without which the will never acts. But,. the)»» 
are not efficient' ciiuses of voluntary exercises. 
These can be produced only by the direct ope- 
ration of some intelligent, voluntary agent, mov- 
ing the will itself. It follows, from what has 
been advanced, 

3. That, if the wills of men were governed 
by motives, their actions would be as uniform 
as the operation of the elements in the natural 
world. God governs the natural world by gen- 
eral laws ; from which he never deviates, except 
ill the case of miracles, to attest the special rev- 
elations of his will : In the system of nature, 
therefore, as soon as we learn the properties and 
combinations of second causes, in any particu- 
lar instance, we may conclude, with certainty, 
what will be the result. From what has been, 
we may accurately calculate what will be. It 
would be the same in the moral world, if nio- 
tives governed the will. Upon this supposition, 
voUtion woold follow the exhibition of motives, 
as invariably, as fire consumes wood, or water 
runs down a declivity. And this Mr. A. be- 
lieves now to be the fact. He says, p. 37, " we 
do certainly know fiow men in general will act 
in any given case, if we can first discover what 
motives will there be brought to operate on the 
mind, or be presented to its view. There is no 
4 
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-other cause and effect in nature, between which 
the connexion is more evident and certain; 
whether we judge as philosophers, or as men of 
common discernment and prudence.^* But, 
whether there be such uniformity iit the voli* 
tions and actions of aien; ^rfaether ihey as in- 
variably act acccnt&ig to the motives presented 
to the view of their minds, m the laws c^ nature 
produce their effects ; we Hfe willing to submit 
to the decision of any politician, of any moralist, 
of any man of ** common discernment and pni> 
dence," and, with the single exception of Mr. 
A. of any "philosopher" 



SECTION V. 

Containing remarks upon the latter pari of the third 
section of the Essay ^ p. 38 — 50. 

We come now to the " other position," which 
Mr; A. calls the other main '* pillar" of the doc* 
trine which he opposes; and which is derived 
from ^^most express and solemn declarations of 
fjcripture." This is, indeed, the main pillar of 
the doctrine of Divine Agency, in the produc- 
tion of moral evil ; and, in Mr. A,'s opinion^ 
sufficient, if it will stand, for ever to support the 
doctrine. He says, p. 38, " If the scriptures 
taught any such doctrine as this, the question 
would be decided, and here we ought to stop 
and be silent for ever." Let us, then " to the 
law, and to the testimony." 

Mr. A, quotes six passages, which, he says, 
** are some of the most plain and forcible texts, 
which ascribe the production of moral evil to a 
divine agency." He might, perhaps, have quo- 
ted %s many hundreds, all equally " plain and 
forcible;" and some of them more so. The 
doctrine of Divine Agency upon the active pow- 
ers of men, causing them to choose and refuse, 
love and hate, will and do, in view of the vari- 
ous motives presented to their minds, runs 
through the whole Bible. It is presumed, that 
no person of common understanding, can read 
the scriptures through in course, with a candid, 
unprejudiced mind, without a deep conviction 
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of the truth, that God governs the moral, as 
well as the natural world ; that all creatures and 
things are as dependant upon Him for their mo- 
tions and actions, as for their existence ; that 
his hand brings to pass whatever his counsel 
designed ; and that his agency is not more im- 
mediately concerned in producing any effect 
whatever, than it is in forming the hearts and 
characters of men, and moving their wills in all 
their conduct, whether good or bad. 

" Mr. Weeks, says Mr. A., has produced a 
very long list of texts of this description/' The 
list is, indeed, long, too long to be quoted here. 
The reader is requested, before he proceeds, to 
peruse this list, in the volume of Nine Senoras 
on the Decrees and Agency of God, by William 
R We^ks, p. 43-68. ** But what, says Mr. A., 
is all this to his purpose ?" Whether all this be 
any thing to Mr. Wceks's purpose, the intelli- 
gent reader will judge for himself. But, uuhjf 
is all this nothing to his purpose ? Because, 
continues Mr. A. ** he has still to prove, that 
these texts relate, not to the providential gov- 
ernment of God, but to an immediate divine 
agency upon the hearts of sinners.'* In order, 
then, to prove, that these texts relate to an im- 
mediate or positive agency upon the minds* of 
sinners, must Mr. W. prove, that they do not 
relate to the providential government of God ? 
Is there j^iich an opposition between the provi- 
, deutial government and the agency of Ood, tlial 
they reciprocally exclude each other ? 'What 
would the Providence of God be, without Jw 
Agency ? Would it be any thing nioi'e ^fcian 
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bare permission ? We have always thought, that 
the Agency of God was concerned in all the 
events of his Providence. And this appears to 
have been the idea of the assembly of divines at 
Westminster. They say, " God's works of 
Providence, are his most lioly, wise and ptrwer-^ 
fuL preserving and governing all his creatures 
and all their aclions^^' Does God govern the 
actions of creatures, and that powerfully too, 
without his agency^ without an exercise of his 
mlly without an exertion of his power ? It is be- 
lieved, that the universal . Providence of God, 
is his universal Agency. If it be proved, there- 
fore, as Mr. A. grants, that the texts in ques- 
tion relate to the providential government of 
God ; this is the same as to prove, that they re- 
late to the agency of God, fashioning the hearts 
and moving the wills of men. 

" But stitl, says Mr. A., the question remains 
to be. decided, Does God execute his will or 
purpose, in turning the king's heart, or the 
hearts of other sinners, whithersoever He will, 
by a direct operation on the mind, or by the 
intervention and agency of second causes ?" A 
more impertinent question, than this, could not 
have been asked. By maintaining that God 
turns the heart by his direct agency, do we de- 
ny his doing it by the intervention and agency 
of second causes ? Does the doctrine of Di* 
vine Agency, causing the affections of the heart 
a&dthe volitions of the will, necessarily exclude^ 
not only the Providence of God, but all use of^ 
means, motives and second causes ? I should 
think ^^a person must be hardly pressed for 
4* 
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Hotter of cavii,^^ to insist upon this, dgain and 
agtdn^ without exhibiting *' a shadow ot prooP' 
of it. If Mr. A. had said, * But still the ques- 
tion remains to be decided, Does God execute. 
his will or purpose in turning the king s heart 
and the hearts of other sinners whithersoever he 
will, by a direct operation on the mind, causing 
it to act in view ofmotiveSy and thus giving ef- 
fect to secohd causes; or, by the instrumentality 
and efficient agency of second causes, without his 
own agency^ and tndtpendent/y of it V His <jues- . 
tion, in this case, might have been proper ; but 
at the same time, it would have shown his no- 
tion of second causes to be both absurd and re- 
pugnant to the plain meaning of the passages 
of scripture, which he had quoted, and of many 
others, which he might have quoted* For proof 
Qf the absurdity of Mr. A. s notion of the *ef. 
ficient energy imparted to second causes,' the 
reader is referred to our last section, p. 23-25. 
For proof that this notion is unscriptural, I will 
quote a few of the many passages of scripture, 
which assert the direct and positive agency of 
God in governing the hearts and wills of Qien. 
I will first quote a few of the passages which 
assert the universal agency of God, forming, 
moving and governing the hearts of men. F?. 
xxxiii. 13; 14, 15,. *' The Lord looketh from 
heaven ; he beholdeth all the sons of men. 
From the place of his habitation be looketh up-< 
on all the inhabitants of the earth* Hs fask* 
ioketh; their h^eahts a^xke." la the 
Greek translation it reads, ^^ He &shioneth tltt^ir 
hs9¥\& cmhmi^*^ Hene it is exprei^ assested, 
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that Cod fas/:miet/i^ i c. forms or moulds the 
hearts of mankind, without exception. Nolli^ 
ing is said of means and second causes. But, 
whatever means may Ix: used it is God who 
fiishioneth their hearts ; the efficient agency is 
his and not that of second causes. Pi ov. xvi. 
9. " A man s heart dcviseth his way ; but the 
Lord directeth his steps/' The expression, 
here, is nniversal. " A man's heart, i. e. every 
man's^ "directeth his way." Men are volun- 
tary in walking ; every step thty take, is prece- 
ded by a volition. If then,, the Lord directeth 
his steps^ it must be, by governing his volitions. 
If a man steps to the right or the left, it is be- 
cause God produced in him a volition to walk 
in that direction. But, Mr. A. may here say, 
'' This is nothnig to the purpose ;" for God pro- 
duces this volition, not by his immediate agen- 
cy, but by imparting to some second cause, an 
energy and activity to produce it. We may, 
then, ask in our turn, how, does Mr. A. know 
this ? There is not a syllable, in the text, about 
any second cause. This explanation of the 
manner^ in which God directs the steps of men, 
Mr. A. derivies from ''his philosophy," whi(*h 
rejects •' the plain, most natural, and obvious 
sense" of the passage, which " would most read- 
ily oflFer itself to the mind of a sober, judicious 
and upright inquirer after truth ;" and, by *' an 
effort and refinement,** puts a construction upon 
it, which renders it absurd. Prov. xxi. X '* The 
kirk's heart is in ihe hand of the Lord ; a& the 
riviers of water, he turneth it whithersoever he 
xi^iil/' liere ijt 13 assertoi, that the king's heart 
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Is in the handi not of some second cause or in- 
strument, but, of the Lord; and that He^ not the 
imparted energy of means, or motives, turns ttt* 
whithersoever He will, whether to good or evil. 
Isaiah xlv. 7. " I form the light, and create 
darkness : I make peace, and create evil : I, the 
Lord, do all these things." Lifght and darkness, 
peace and evil, evidently comprehend all good 
and evil, both natural and moral. This, it is 
presumed, Mr. A. will admit : For, it has been 
demonstrated by Dr. Hopkins, whom he es- 
teems a ** great writer," and * one who com- 
monly reasons with much correctness and pow- 
er.' System, v. 1, p. 14^-152. And, what is, 
more, ** iW judicious and candid Dr. Smalley," 
wha ' exactly coincides with Mr. A. in senti- 
ment,' has said^ *' It is evident, that by light 
and darkness, peace and evil, we are here to un- 
derstand, every thing that takes place, in the 
natural and moral world : and thut this text, 
thus understood, asserts no more than the com- 
mon doctrine of scripture." Sermons, p. 90. 
Here, then, God expressly asserts, that He ere- 
ates darkness, as well as forms the light ; and 
that He creates evil, as well as makes peace. 
Now, will Mr. A. say, that in the work of ere- 
attng^ God does not put forth a direct and pos* 
itive agency, but only imparts such an agency 
to some second cause or instrument? Did God 
thus create the world, and the first thing that 
was created ? Acts xvii. 28. " For in him 
{God) we live, and move, and have our being.'' 
In the Greek it is, "By him we live, and are 
moved, and have. our being." So says the learn- 
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ed and candid Dr. Doddridge on tlie place. 
Here the efficiency of all second cause is deni- 
edy 9Std men are expressly said to be moved by 
God, in all their actions. I only add. 11. Cor. 
iii. 5. '• Not that we are sufficient of ourselves 
to think any thing as of ourselves ; but our suf*- 
ficiency is of God*'* Here the insufficiemy dF 
men. without the agency of God, even to thinks 
and much more to ivtll^ not some things, but 
any thii>gy whether good or evil, is expressly 
taught. 

Omitting those pitssages, which represent 
God as producing holiness in the hearts of men^ 
and which Mr. A. acknowledges, imply an im- 
mediate and direct agency ; I WiU next men-> 
ti<m a few of the numerous passages. Which 
more particularly represent God as causing the 
sinful exercises and actions of men. Exod. x. 
20. *' But the Lord hardened Pharaoh's heart, 
so that he would not let the Children of Israel 
go.'* Here, as in many other places in this 
book, it is expressly said, the Lord hardened 
Pharaoh's heart ; and, in hardening it, caused 
him to refuse to obey the divine command to 
let fcmel go. But, liere, no doubt, Mr. A. will 
say, fior he has said it, p. 124. " As a provi^ 
dortlal event God determined that the heart of 
Pharaoh should be hardened; but does this 
warrant us to say God stood by Pharaoh, and 
moVcd him by an inward moral influence on his 
mind to disobey his order ? By no means." To 
tliis we reply : If God be evei-y where, as ajl 
btit Atheists believe, then He doubtless stood 
6y l^hariioh, when his heart was hardened. And 
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^at He moved him^ is asserted in the wor^ Hi* 
fore US) as plainly as words can express. It^i^ 
saidy the Lord hardened his heart ; and, as die 
effect of this hardening, he is said to have re^ 
fused to let Israel go. This is the plain and ei^^:* 
press assertion of this and other similar passa^ 
ges ; whatever " natural horror at the idea,'* 
there may be in the minds of those who natur- 
ally hiite God, and do not like to retain Him in 
their knowledge, but say unto Him, depart from 
us. Deut ii. 30. ^* But Sihon king of HeshbdIS 
would not let us pass by him ; for the Lord thy 
God hardened his spirit, and made his heart ob* 
stinate, that he might deliver him into thy handi 
as appeareth this day.'' The refusal of SihoU 
to let the Israelites pass by him, was a wicked 
act, for which he Ivas condemned and punished; 
This act is here ascribed to the agency of God^ 
as the efficient cause. He refused to let Israel 
pass by him, because the Lord God hardened 
his spirit and made his heart ohstinate. This 
wicked act of the king of Heshbon, is so far 
from being ascribed to means and instruments, 
as the producing cause, that means and instru- 
ments are not so much as mentioned II Sam% 
xxiv. I. "And again the anger of the Lord 
was kindled against Israel, and he moved Da*^ 
vid against them to say. Go. number Israel and 
Judah." Here it is expressly and unequivocaHff 
declared, that God moved David to do a vti^'^ 
wicked act ; for which, afterwards, his ofvn^ 
heart smote him ; and God severely punished 
him. Respecting this act of David, Mr. h¥ 
says, p. 125, 126. *' As an event inprovidefipiagr/^ 
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He (God) no doubt, determined and brought it 
^boi^t." One would think, then, that so far at 
kist as this passage is concerned, the dispute 
ifitf^ at an end. What more does Mr. Weeks, 
or Dr. Hopkins suppose to be here taught, than 
that this wicked act of David vf2i% determined vx 
God's counsel, and brought about in his provi- 
dence ? Does God determine and bring about 
things* without a volition of his will, or an ex- 
^fflion of his power ? If divine agency be not 
tODcemed in what God brings about^ it seems 
difficult to conceive in what it should be con-, 
cerned '' But, adds Mr. A. did he (God) stand 
hy him (David) and work inwardly upon his 
heart and induce him to sin ? No, the Devil did 
4iis ; for, in another place we read-^ And Satan 
stood up against Israel, and provoked David to 
number Israel." Here Mr. A. asserts, that Sa- 
tan, and not God, was the efficient, producing; 
or moving cause of David^s giving prders to 
number the people : The Devil, and not God, 
worked inwardly upon his heart andincUnedhim 
to this sin* But, let me ask, is this *Hhe plain, 
most natural ^d obvious sense'' of the pass^ge^ 
that '* which would most readily offer itself to 
t|ie mind c^ a sober, judicious- and upri^t in* 
qvlter after truth ?" Sft^far from it, that it |s a 
paipsible contradiction to the plain and obvious 
aeiise of the passage which asserts, that t^ 
Devil provoked David ; while it was God Y(ho 
mmed him to number Israel. If Mr. A. had. 
Wuiertaken to prove, that the passage before m 
ims ^ interpolation^ or that the tram lotion if 
ineotrr(»t^ however difficult the task» it mig^t. 
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have had the credit of ingemiit3?,.i£'SM>t ^ hou- 
esty. Bat, while he admits the passage to be 
canonical, and the translation good, itcertainiy 
savours neither of humility nor consistency, for 
him to discard its plain meaning, and assert^ 
without an attempt to prove j that what is here 
attributed to the agency of God, was wrottglit 
by the agency of the Devil Psalm, cv. 35. 
*' He turned their heart to hate hb peopie, to 
deal subtilly with his servants.'* This is said 
with reference to Pharaoh and the Egyptians. 
They were unquestionably sinful in hating 
God's people and dealing subtilly with them* 
But this sinful conduct of theirs was^ the efect 
of God's turning their hearts. If this passage 
does not assert the direct and positive agqncy 
of God, turning the heart to sin ; in what terms 
could it be asserted? Isa* Ixii 17. *'0 Lord^ 
why hast thou made us to err from thy wsiys, 
and hardened our heart from thy fear ?" In this 
passage, the holy prophet, speakingi^ia die name 
of all the people of. God,, and that too in\asoi> 
enm.addrtrss to the throne of ^ace, does not 
hesitate to attribute the criminal depertore of 
the Israelites from the ways and. the fear of the 
Lord, to a direct and positive divine influence, 
as its efficient cause. 2^ch. viii 10. >' Forbc- 
fore these days there was no hire for man ; nor 
any hiise for. beast; neither wsis there. any peace 
to him>that.wsentout.or came iu:, be^csmse^of the 
afflictiim: foe I set all men tvery^ one a^aioslt 
his neighbour.*' For menito be set: agmst theic 
nei^b[bour8, i&a dimiiaal violationuof the second 
gre^commaiidmfiut iBL>ti^Aia»i; AndjnetGai 
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says that, he ^«l all men every one against his 
neighbour. I wilf mention but one passage more, 
out of the many that might be quoted to the 
isame purpose* Rev. xvii. 17 ** For God hath 
put in their hearts to fulfil his will, and to agree, 
and give their kingdom unto the beast, until the 
words of God shall be fulfilled." This is spo- 
ken of the ten horns^^ u e. the ten kings^ who 
were devoted to the beasts i. e- the apostate, pa- 
pal hierarchy. The criminality of their agree- 
ing to give their kingdom to the beast, will not 
be questioned. But the apostle here declares, 
not only that their doing this was agreeable to 
the will, i. e. the decree of God ; but that God 
put U in their hearts to do it. Mr» A. may here 
undertake to show us hoxv God put it in their 
hearts ; that it was by * creating, imparting, or 
causing to exist, energies, activities and effi- 
ciencies, distinct from his own ;' but it is to be 
hoped, he will npt assert, that the DpvH put it 
in their hearts ; when the revel:>tor expressly 
declares, that God put it in their hearts. 

We now come to Mr. A.'s reply to Dr* Hop- 
kins's argumentum ad hominenij as he terms it. 
The argument is this : ** If the scriptures which 
have been mentioned, where hardening the 
hearts of men, blinding and shutting their eyes, 
and inclining ^nd turning their hearts, when 
they practice moral evil, Stc. — if these scrip, 
tures are to be understood, as meaning no more 
tl^n that God orders their situation ai^ exter« 
nd circumstances to be such, that, consider* 
ing their disposition, and tlie evil biasf of their 
mittdst they will, without any other influence;^ 
5 
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be "blinded arid hardened, 8tc.— then all th(M 
scriptures, which speak of God's chj^^nging and 
softening the heart, taking away the h^ird heart, 
and g;iving a heart of flesh ; opening the eyes 
of men, and turning them from d:«rkness to 
light, and from sin to holiness, working in them 
to will and to do, and causing them to walk in 
his way, &c. mny and must be understood in 
the sime wiy, as not intending any special di^- 
vine influence on the mind, as the origin and 
cause of virtuous, obedient, hibly volitions ; bat 
only his using menns with them in an external 
wny ; putting them under advantages, and set- 
ting motives before them; so that if they be 
well disposed, or will dispose themselves to obe- 
dience, they may be holy, &c. To be sure^it 
cannot be argued from the expressions them- 
selves, that the latter express bf intend rmv 
more real influence on the minds of men. or di- 
vine agency, by which God is the origin arid 
c^mse of virtuous exercises ; than the former do 
with respect to men's sinful exercises; for the 
expressions are as unlimited, plain and strong, 
which speak of the former, as those which ai^ 
used for the latter." 

" The Armnian^ and all of his cast under- 
stand the latter, as they do the former, ais in- 
tending no internal, decisive influence on the 
iriind, turning the heart dr will one way, or^the 
other; but ordering external circumstances, 
&c. An|h are they not herein more consistent, 
thm the professed Cafom&f, who insists that the 
L»tter cannot be understood as expressttigiesis, 
than that God, by his agency aiid Influence o* 
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die minds of men^ does actually produce all 
virtuous v(^itions, * as their real original and 
cause ; while he as confidently asserts, that the 
fornoer caimq^ mean any such thing ; but un 
derstands th^m as the Arminian does . Were 
they consistent, they would give up the cause 
to the Arminian^ and own that the latter expres- 
sions may well be understood, as he under- 
stands them, and must mean no more, if the for- 
mer dp not. This is mentioned, it must be ob- 
served> s^^. argument um ad horn nem^ to convince 
&ase professed Caivinists^ or whatever they 
ehoose to call tl^mselves. that they are really 
iaconaistent ; and* in this point, are taking a 
measure to str^gthen their opposers, rather 
than to convince or confute them." System* 
vol 1- p- 163* 

On this reasoning of Dr. Hopkins, which* 
for aught we can see, is perfectly conclusive, 
Mr. A. "with all due deference to so great a 
writer, and one who commonly reasons with so 
much correctness and power," remarks, p. 40 : 
li '^ there was as much said ia the one case as 
the other, about the necessity and reality of a 
divine influence, his argument woold be good." 
Thk, however, Mr. A. denies. But this we 
do not hesitate' to affirm. Indeed, there arc 
many more passages of scripture, which assert 
the realittf of a divine influence in hardening and 
turning the hearts and moving the wills of sin- 
ners,, than in softening and ch^ng^g the hearts 
and moving the wills of saints. But, we wilt 
hear Mr. A. He savs : 
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? Pirst. " In regard to saints, it is declared of 
them) when considered in themselves, that their 
hearts are fully set in them to do evil I Hqre 
then is a necessity of a divine influence to in- 
cline them to good, that does -not exist, in re- 
gaid to inclining them to evil. For their whoit 
nature is previously bent this way." Here Mr. 
A. finds the benefit of having put out of the 
question ** the manner, how moral evil first 
gained existence in the mind of angels once 
perfectly pure and blessed ; and how moral cor- 
ruption, or sinful desires, first entered into the 
heart of the primitive parents of our race, who 
were originally formed in a state of perfect 
moral rectitude ; and of assuming human oa^ 
ture in its state of deep and awful depravity.*^ 
p. 14* But, does the entire depravity of men 
by nature, prove, tfiat there is less necessity of 
a divine influence to produce their sinful, thaii 
their holy exercises ? In answer to this ques» 
tion, I would observe, 

1. If the native depravity of men will account 
for their sinful exercises, without a divine agen- 
cy, why will it not equally well account for 
them^ without human or diabolical agency? 
\Vhy need Mr. A. ascribe such an '^influi^nce, 
energy and activity^to means and second causes, 
and such a " moral influence^' and powerful 
agency to the Devil, in order to account for the 
sins of men, whose ^' whole nature is previous- 
ly bent this way ?" If the natural bent of men 
to evil, proves that their sins may cxi^t without 
divine agency, it must be because they may ex- 
ist without an efficient cayse to produce them. 
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' And, if they may so exist, Mr. A. might have 
spared himself all the pains of weaving his fine-' 
spun metaphysical theory of second causes, en- 
ergetic means, and efficient instruments. But, 
2* Is it true, that the natural depravity of 
men renders it unnecessary that their sinful ex- 
ercises should have a cause without themselves? 
Th st they are effects and Aove a cause, it is pre*. 

' sumed Mr. A. will not deny ; as it is implied 
in many parts of his Essay. It is thought prob- 
able, also, that he will admit, that the sinful ex- 
ercises of men do not cause each other ; and 
that they are not caused by a self-determining 
power in the will, as Arminians absurdly talk. 
If, then, the sinful exercises of men have a* 
cause, that cause must be something without 
them, some being besufes themsefves. And if 
so, the agency of that cause, whatever it may 
be, is as necessary to produccvthe second^ or any 
subsequent sinful exercise, as the first. There 
is no natural or necessary connexion, between 
one sinful exercise and another. Sinful exer- 
cises do not stand in the relation of cause and 
eiFect to each other. How, then, does the nat- 
ural depravity of men diminish the necessity of. 
a divine influence, to cause their sinful exerci- 
ses ? But, 

3. This ^ bent of nature,' their * having their 
hearts fully set in them to do evil,' is the very 
thing to be accounted for. And here, accord- 
ing to Mr. A.'s own reasoning, a divine influ- 
ence is as necessarily supposed,' as in the re- 
generation of .saints. The hearts of angels and 
of Adam before the faU, were * fully set in them 
*5 
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to do good ; their whole nature ivas bent tha 
right way/' If, therefore, the perfect sinfuliwss 
of mankind renders a divine infttience necessa- 
ry to their coiaersion ; then the perfect holi- 
ness of angels and of Adam, rendered a drviiie 
influence nectssAry in their fail- And, it is just 
as proper and lawful to explain away those pas- 
sages of scripture, which speak of divine agen- 
cy in regeneration ; .as those, which speak of 
divine agency in the production of moral eviL 
Secondly. Mr. A* asks, '*Is it not eKf«'es«ly 
declared in regard to the good exercises of 
saints, that the effect. is not of them8el3ires ?" 
We grant it, *- But where, adds Mr. A. is it- 
declared, that all the wicked exercises of-sin^ 
ners are not of themselves, but of God ?" We 
answer, in all those passages of scripture, which 
we have quoted on the subject, in this section ; 
and in all tho^t passages, which represent God 
as hiirdcning and turning the hearts and mov* 
ing the wills of wicked men, in their, sinful ac* 
tions The scriptures, which represent men a» 
dependant upon God for their sinful exercises^, 
are more numerous than. those which represent 
them as dependant upon Him for their holy ex# 
ercises ; and for this reason, probably, thatmei]^ 
are more disposed to deny their dependance in 
the former case, than the Utter* The passages 
which Mr, A. here quotes, are eothing to \m 
purpose. The one from the Epistle of Jbmesif 
will be considered in another place. What 19 
the mining of these words of Christ, respcot*: 
ing &ttan ? *^ When he apeaketh aJie, he wpeak^ 
eth of \t^ own.'' Is wl tW i&eftoijsig cA^nisMttl^ 
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♦his ; tlisat he speaks according to his character ? 
To suppose the meaning to be, that he speaks 
independently oj divine itgency, or causes him- 
self to speak* is to give a sense to the passage, 
which it by no me^ins requires, and to beg the 
question in debate. What is the meaning, 
when it is said, Hosea, xiv 9. " O Israel, thou 
h; St destroyed thyself*?'' — Is it not obviously 
meant, that by their voluntary, sinful conduct, 
they hud brought deserved destruction upon 
themselves ? If this passage proves any thing 
to the purpose for which it is here quoted by 
Mr. Ai it must prove what we charitably hope 
he does not believe, that the Israelites caused 
their own sinful actions, in the exercise of a 
jself-deterihining power ;, which, of all absurdi- 
ties, is the most absurd. 

Thirdiy* Mr A. says, ** It is expressly de- 
clared in the divine word, that no means, 
motives, or second causes, are sufficient of 
themselves^ though applied in the course of di- 
vine ^ovidence, to produce the holy and gra- 
cious^ exercises of the new creature. But, where 
do ive find it written, that no argument, no en- 
^'ticements, no temptations to sin, are sufficient' 
to lead m«n into evil condtict ?'* Upon this we 
rtmarky that though it is not expressltf declared^ 
yet4ii5 pi «iidy taught, in the divine word, th t 
no jbeiois: m second causes are sufficient, of 
thems^v^y to. produce the holy exercises of 
saims ;.. and it is as plainly taught, that no means^ 
or sc9CMid causes are sufficient, of themsche^^ 
to piodoce the sinful exercises of sinners. In 
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siented as equally the efficient cr producing eausir 
of both sinful and holy exercises. In both cases^ 
God works by means ; but, in neither case, do 
the scriptures represent means as having power 
to produce moral exercises or actions, without 
the positive agency of the Deity* As has been 
observed, the positive agency of God, in caus- 
ing the sins of men, is more frequently men- 
tioned in scripture, than his positive agency in 
causing their good deeds. 

Notwithstanding Mr. A.'s three evasions of 
Dr. Hopkins^s argument, we are still of opin- 
ion, with the Doctor, that the Arminians who 
attributes both the sinful and hbly exercises of 
men to means and second causes, is more con- 
sistent, than Xht professed Cahinist^ who admits 
the positive agency of God in the production of 
holy exercises, but denies it in the production 
of sinful exercises, attributing them to the effi- 
cient energy, of second causes. 

But here Mr. A. with threatening solemnity, 
asks, ** Is it not presumption, in a high degree, 
to say, the infinitely wise and powerful Jehovah 
cannot give any such efficiency to second causes 
and instruments, ^s to turn the hearts of irien, 
what way He pleases, without any other lAflu^ 
ence ?" We answer, no. It is no more pre- 
sumption to say this, than to say , that God can- 
not m^kt second C'dwst^ Jirs* causes; or, that 
He cannot impart to instruments^ a power of 
Qctng ndependently ; or, that He cannot deny 
his w^w^rf, which represents all second causes as 
producing their effects by his effic ent opera- 
t^ou. It is not presumption to say, tlmt God 
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cannot work contradictions, communicate hisf 
own attributes to hb creatures, and thus destroy 
the evidence, that either his works or his word 
came from his hand. 

Mu A. again asks« '^ Is it not customary, in 
the language of scripture, to ascribe to an agent 
a work which he executes by the instrumental- 
ity of others, merely because it took place ac- 
cording to his counsel and design ?'* Well ; 
and what then ? Why, says, Mr. A., " So we 
conceive, that the wickedness which takes place 
in the world, hardening hearts, &c« is ascribed 
to God, because it is agreeable to his infinitely 
wise counsel and design." And so, says the 
Amuntafii more consistently with himself, and 
quite as consistently with scripture, ** We con* 
ceive, that all the goodness that takes place in 
the world, softenAng hearts. Sec. is ascribed to 
God, because it is agreeably to his holy will, 
that it should be produced by means and second 
causes.' And that man is equally *' guilty of 
misrepresenting the ways of God" and pervert- 
ing his word, who ascribes evii, as he who as- 
cribes goody to the mere instrumentality of sec- 
ond causes, to the exclusion of the ** direct 
agency" of the great First Cause. God says, 
*' I form the light and create darkness ; I make 
peace and create evil ; /, (htf Lord^ do all these 
things.'*^ Isaiah xlv. 6. 

Mr* A. adds, that the passages of scripture, 
adduced to prove the age ncy of God in the pro- 
duction of moral evil, *' reLte, not to the ordi- 
nary,, but special providential dealings of the 
Must High- Hardening the hearts, blinding 
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the eyeS) &c. is a judgment inflicted upon men 
peculiarly wicked, for former sins and trans^ 
gressions/' Here Mr. A. has fallen into a mis- 
take, popular indeed, but not the less egregiom^ 
not that account. No instance is recollected, and 
it is believed, no instance can be found in which 
God is represented as hardening the hearts of 
men, turning their hearts to evil, making their 
hearts obstinate, making them err from his ways 
and moving them to sin, as ^' a judgment,^ or 
punishment, inflicted upon them ^^ for former 
iins and transgressions." The scripttires do not 
thus absurdly represent sin as the punishment 
of sin. The single passage, quoted by Mr. A. 
II. Thes. ii. 11, 12, is nothing to the purpoaew 
To send men strong delusions j and to harden their 
hearts^ are two distinct things. Delusion be« 
longs not^to the hearty hwlto the understmiMng* 
A sinful heart m^y be the occasion and instru- 
mental cause of mental delusion ; but it is a 
distinct thing from such delusion itself ; which 
consists in taking darkness fbr light and light 
for darkness^ error for truth and truth for error* 
When it is said of the idolator, Isa, xliv. 20, 
♦* A deceived heart Kath turned him aside,'' the 
expression is obviously figurative, and the 
meaning is, that the deception, or false Ix^lief, 
occasioned or produced by a corrupt heart, 
turned him aside from the worship of the only 
living and true God. 

It is now submitted to the candid reader to 
judge, whether Mr. A. has fairly rid himself of 
I)r. Hopkins's argumentum ad hominem ; and 
whether be is as coni^istejit as the Arminiun^ 
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who miii^ains, that moral good, as well as mor* 
al ovil> is produced by second causes, without 
any positive, divine agency forming the heart 
and inclining the will ? 

It is pleasant to hear Mr. A. say, p, 44» 
** Tliat confidence in any opinion is no proof of 
its truth ;" as this supersedes the necessity of 
any farther reply to his confident assertionsi 
which nearly cover his 43d page. 
. We m^ht here dismiss the third section ot 
the £ssay ; as the remaing seven pages are fill- 
ed with abstruse, metaphysical speculations^ 
whjich have little or no relation to the question 
at issue. But^ to pass over all Mr. A.'s di- 
gressions and aberrations from the point in 
hahd, would be to neglect about one half of his 
Jbook ; which though it might be lawful in a 
idispMtuntf would hardly be justifiable in a rtf<> 
Viewer. 

Mr. A- * having read Milner's Ch. Historyj 
reviewed some metaphysical speculations, and 
iost all confidence'^ in abstract reasoning, which 
he now views as a dangerous snare, the bait of 
which is the pride of being wise beyond what is 
Mrritten,' feefe himself furnished with weapons 
to attack the positions of three of the greatest 
metaphysical giants, that modern times have 
produced; viz. Bishop Berkeley, President 
£dwaFds, and Dr. Stephen West. 

We shall not undertaire to defend Berkeley's 

'^ Principles of Human Knowledge." We will 

dismiss these, with simply observing, tha$, 

^whether the Bishop believed his ideal i^heme, 

or not ; he reasoned in support of it, as correct 
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of Locke, and " the opinion of the most pro- 
found researches of preceding philosophers;** 
and by his writings^ did more, probably, than 
any other man, to expose the absurdity of the 
doctrin of ideas derived from the Scfaoplmen^ 
and to pave the w .y for the splendid improve- 
ments of Reid, Beatti, and Stewart, 

Having debpatchtd the Bishop of.Cloyne. with 
a few words^ Mr. A. proceeds to attack the doc- 
trine ot President Edwards, that^ *^ God's pre- 
serving created things in being, is perfectly 
equivolent to a continued creation." Though 
we believe this doctrine ; yet we have neither 
time nor room to enter into a laboured proof 
of it; we shall only make a few remarks upon 
Mr. A 's objections against it 

First. He objects, that, ** according to their 
reasoning this material globe and all the beings 
that exist upon it, are, to day, not the same that 
existed yesterday." But, we ask, how does 
this follow ? Suppose the constanrexercisc of 
creative power is necessarj^ to preserve tlie 
globe in existence, how dc es it from hence fol- 
low, that it is not the same globe ? What dif- 
fcrence can Mr. A point out, between the globe, 
whic.h existed yesterday, and that, which exists 
to day, except in point of time ? And there 
will be this difference, whether we suppose the 
eause of the globe's continuance in existence, 
be xvitkin, or without itself. As to the idem!- 
ty, or sameness of the globe, and other created 
beings, it matters not, whether they t xist inde* 
pendentfyf or are continued tu existence by the 
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ted them at first. 

Seeandlff* Mn A. asks whether it ^^ does not 
follow from this modt of reasoning, that though 
God may ahvays be creating, yet he caimot 
form in Iiis own mind the plan of any particu- 
lar system, bring it into being, and cause that 
very system to continue in being, through a 
succesaion of ages ?" We answer, that does not 
follow* if the continued exercise of creative 
power does not destroy the identity of the sys^ 
tern. That the system remains the samej and 
has a permanent existence, is not denied. But, 
the question is*— What causes it to be the same ; 
\vh2Li gives it a permanent, continued existence ? 
Is it a power of independent existence imparted 
to it ; or, the constant agency of the Creator ? 
Mr. A. here quotes Psiilm xxxiii. 9* ** For he 
spake, and it was done ; he commanded, arid 
it stood fast.'^ His argument from this pas- 
sage, we suppose to be this : " If the created 
system be dnne, and standfast, then how can it 
be dependant upon the constant exercise of di- 
vine power, for its continuance in being?'' 
This reminds one of an argument, found in Ga- 
rylls's exposition of the book of Job. In ch. 
ix. V. 6, of tfaaet book, we read, ** Which sha- 
keth the earth out of her place, and the pillars 
thereof tremble." *Here, says Mr- Gary 11, it 
is expressly declared, that the earth stands upon 
pillars; ami who, then, will have the temerity 
to say, that it turns round upon its axis ?^^ 

Thirdijf To overthrow rresident Kdwards's 
doutrine^ that preservation is circation continiierf^ 
6 
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Mr. A. advances this position: ^* It requires asi 
great power to annihilate, as to create. ■' But, 
is this position tenable ? If it 4s ; then, should 
the Deity cease to Ae, as well as ciease to opt- 
rate, the created system would rena^aip for ever. 
Hence it follows, that the created system, hav- 
ing once gained csTistence, is no longer depen- 
dant upon God : But, is not independent exist- 
ence one of the incommunicable attributes of 
Divinity ? We admit, that it would require a» 
great a power to annihilate the world, as jt did 
to create it, and even a greater power, so long 
as God shall exert his power to preserve it. But 
we do not- believe, that, if God should with- 
draw his upholding, almighty hand, the world 
would exist a moment longer. No power is 
necessary to annihilate a created, dependant be- 
ing : this must ever follow the cessation of cre- 
ative power. 

We are glad Mr. A. proposes *' to quote but 
one example more," as we are as heartily tired 
as he, or our readers can be, of " speculations 
so profound.'' The example is from Dr. Ste- 
phen West ; who says, '* Moral agency consists 
in spontaneous, voluntary exertion." Upon this 
definition, Mr. A. in tht first place, has a quib- 
ble* * If, says he, spontaneous and voluntary ^tc 
perfectly synonymous, then one of them is su- 
perfluous. This may be true, upon supposition 
that synonymous terms are always superfluous. 
But we question the correctness of sucli a sup- 
position. Two synonymous terms may often 
be joined, with propriety and advantage, to iltA 
lustrate each other, as one of them may be bet- 
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ter understood, by some readers, than the oth- 
er. Exaiflpks of this use of synonymes, might 
be found in the Essay under review. In the 
second pl^CGj Mr. A. asks, "Does, not moral 
agency consist in a power or capacity to put 
forth nk>ral action ?^^ We may be incorrect ; 
but we have ever thought, that ageficy was ac-^ 
tion. And if it be so, then to say that n^oral 
agency consists in a power or capacity to put 
forth moral action, is the same as to say, that 
moral ag-ency consists in a power or capacity to 
put forth moral agency. Such a proposition we 
must consider as identical^ whether it be super^ 
fluous or not. We agree with Mr. A. that 
" voluntary exertion may do for the definition 
of moral action:^* and, of course, we think it 
Mill do for the definition of moral agency; for, 
says Mr. Walker, ** Agency is the quality of 
acting; the state of being in action." Dr. West 
therefore, it would seem, has not " entirely 
mistaken the point." But, Mr. A. seems to 
have mistaken the point ; and. instead of show- 
ing in what moral agency consists, he has only 
attempted to show in wtet a moral agent con- 
sists, lorily add^ that Mr. A does Dr. West 
great injustice, in representing him as saying, 
that '- the soul of man consists in voluntary ex- 
ertion." That very acute, learned, and pious 
divine, has not advanced, nor is it believed that 
he entertained such an absurd sentiment. 

We close our review of this section, with 
congratulating our author upon his happy es- 
cape from " metaphysical deeps," and with ex- 
pressing our desire^ that he would not plunge 
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into th^m again, until he has again and fti6re 
critically " reviewed some erf these spSculations, 
with which the young student in divinity is so 
liable to bp channed."* 

* It may, perhaps, be proper and useful, to drtyp a word 
here respecting the science ofMeiaphysicks, it has not heeu 
uncommon for those who have found themselves foiled by 
close and cogent reasoning, to raise the cry of ** Metaphys' 
ich,^^ to the no small terror of matiy, who know not the 
meaning of the word. To show that a doctrine ought not 
to be preached, or that a book ought not to he read, it b^s 
been thought su^cient to say, it is metaphysical. But, wbat 
IS metaphy sicks ? Mr. Walker defines it to be, *' the doc- 
trine of the general affections of beings." According to this 
definition, the questions, whether a being exists or not, 
whether it be material or immaterial, whether it be caused 
or uncaused, mutable or immutable, like or unlike other 
things, liinited or universal, temporary or eternal, are all 
metaphysical quettioiis* All the properties of spirits, all 
the laws by which tbey are governed, and ^11 the changes 
which they undergo and relations which they sustain to each 
other, belong to the science of metaphysickB. There is no 
other science so comprehensive. Almost the whole of our 
knowledge and of our reasoning, is necessarily metaphysi- 
cal. Without Sonne acquaintance with this science, it is ina- 
possible to go a step in the investigation of any subject, or 
the demonstration of any truih. 

If, with some modern writers, we limit Metaphy sicks to 
spiritual substances^ and define it to be '* the science of 
mind ;" still it will be more comprehensive, a< well as more 
important) useful and sublime, than anj other science. Thus 
defined, Metaphysicks will cotnprehend every truth, rela- 
ting to the being, perfection, character and designs of God, 
to the existence, properties and character of angels, and to 
the nature, faculties, operations, relations and duties of the 
human soul. Hence, it is edsy to see, that almost all the 
doctrines of the Bible, are metaphysical* 

That eminent divine and christian philosopher. President 
Edwards, writes, in his Enquiry on the Will, p. iv. seo. 
niti. *' If it be made an objection against the foregoing rea-- 
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SGning, tfaat it is metaphysicals or may be properly deduced 
to the seience of metaphymhf it is a very iiiTpi:rlinenl ob* 
jectlon : whelller it be so or no, is uot worlby of any As- 
pute br^pntroversy. It tbe reasoning be^good, it is asfriv* 
olous tbinquire what science it is properly reduced to, a9 
IV bat language ii is delivered in : and for a man to go about 
to confute Ifae anigments of bis opponent, by telling bim his 
arguments are metapkyncal^ would be as weak as to tell him, 
bis ai^uments could not be substantial, because tbey were 
written in French or Latin. The question is not, whether 
what is said be metaphysicks, f)hysicks, logick, or matbe" 
maticks, Latin, French^ English^ or Mx>hawk? But.wfaetb- 
er the reasoning be good) and the arguments truly concfu- 
sive :— It is by meiapby^ical arguments oniv we are able 
to prove, that tbe rational soul is not corporeal ; that lead 
or sand cannot thiuk ; that thoughts are not square or round, 
or do not weigh a pound. The arguments by which we 
prove tbe being of God, if bandied cbsely and distinctly, 
so as to show their clear and demonstrative evidence, must 
be metapbysically treated. It is by metaphy sicks only, 
that we can demonstrate, that God is not limited to a place, 
or is not mutable : that he is not ignorant or forgetful ; that 
it is impossible for him to lie, or be unjust ; and that there 
is one God only, and not hundreds or thousands. And, in- 
deed, we faav« no strict demonstration of any thing, except- 
ing mathematical truths, but by metapbysicks. We can 
have no proof that is properly demonstrative, of any one 
proposition, relating to the being and nature of God, his crem- 
ation of the world* the dependance of all things on him, the 
nature of bodfe:^ and spirits, tbe nature of our own souls, or 
any of the great truths of morality and natural religion, but 
what is metaphysical." 

A writer in the Theological Magazine, toI. iii. p. 199, 
has these pertinent observations : '' Metapbysicks stands for 
Ibat snecies of investigation, discussion, or science, which 
extends beyond the narrow circle of weights and measures, 
the composition and decomposition of matter, squares and 
Tubes ; and respects moral relations, moral causes and effects, 
spiritual substances, intelligent agents, and the moral plan 
of divine government. Now, it is here to be asked, is it 
worth while to value ourselves upon the idea that we are 
ratiQnal creatures, if we withdraw our inquiries from objects 
*6 
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c(ih\9 nature? Naj, can we determine that we are rational 
aynts, and not on a level with Ibe cabbages in our gardens, 
unless we will step a little .way, at least, into tbis region of 
metapby sicks ; or, to use language less offensivei into tbe 
region of spiritual and moral inquiry ? Fie, tben, upon the 
loud cry^ metaphyfickt ! Awake, ye sons of carelessness, to 
inquiry. If your adversary be ignorant, instruct him. If 
he reason erringly, detect bis fallacies. But against inge* 
ttuity which you cannot equal* or demonstration which you 
cannbt disprove, do not, if you would respect ^our cbarac* 
(erS| cry oul^ metaphytida /'* 



SECTION vr. 

Containing remarks upon the fourth section of the 
Essay, p. 51 — 57. 

One would think that Mr, A. had lately re- 
viewed his divinitj/j as wdl as his rnetaphysicksj 
upon reading the first paragraph of his fourth 
section, which contains this sweeping sentence : 
" A vast proportion of the most boasted reason- 
ings of men on divinity, are (is) a vain and per- 
nicious philosophism." If it be indeed so, it 
would be useless and dangerous for young 
men, preparing for the sacred office, to read 
much of what has been written on divinity : and 
it need not appear so strange, as some have 
thought it, that a student, in six weeks after 
leaving College, should have read enough to 
receive license to preach. But, it is some con- 
solation to know, that, vain and pernicious as 
Mr. A. esteems most of the boasted reasoning^ 
of men on divinity, he '* regards manu of the 
writings of New-England divines, with respect 
and hbnotj^'^ and has read them with ** delight 
and profit'* oti almost all points; except a few, 
Which Dr. Griffin saw fit to deflounce, as "for- 
eign to godliness.*' 

In the i^ectidfi brfore u6, Mr A. proposes tb 
slibw^ that tlit doctrine, Which he opposes, is 
unphilosttphicali And if it ^^' so in reality, We 
should supfiose Ae Would like it the better on 
^taccouati fbr be snys^ pt 121> *'If it b6 
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philosophy, we must beware of it.'^ But, let us 
see how he proves the doctrine in question to 
be unphilosophical. • 

First. He says, " It is contrary to analogy." 
And, what if it is ? Can nothing be philosoph- 
ical» but what is agreeable to analogy ? A Swe- 
denborgian might be expected to say so. But, 
how does Mr. A. make it appear, that the doc- 
trine in question, is contrary to analogy ? He 
says ** it is quite different from the common 
train of human reasoning in cases which bear a 
strong analogy to this." And what if it, is? Is 
it certain that the common train of human rea- 
soning in such cases, is always agreeable to 
sound philosophy ? The only case mentioned 
by Mr. A. as analogous to that of wicked men, 
is that of a ferocious tyger, with a lamb before 
him. Now, suppose it were admitted, which 
it is not, that the tyger, thirsting for blood, 
might leap upon the lamb, without being **mo. 
ved by a special divine power :'* the analogy, in 
this case, however strong, would only prove, 
that men " disposed to nothing but sin" might 
without any special divine influence^ commit 
some overt act of wickedness, such as robbery 
or murder. But, in deciding the question be- 
fore us, we are to account, not merely for the 
overt acts of wicked men, but for their disposi*^ 
tton to sn^ their ev I affections andvoltionsn from j 
which their external actions flow, and in which] 
all their moralev IXv^s. Here Mr. A.^s strong 
analogy is very weak. He assiimes the tyger, 
with his ferocious thirst for blood, just as he 
^id human nature in its state of awful depravi 
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ty ; i. e. he assumes the existence of the very 
thing, for which he ought to assign an adequate 
cause. Because divine power may be necessa- 
ry to restrain the ferocity of the tyger and the 
wrath of man ; does it hence follow, that a di- 
vine agency is not the efficient cause of the fe- 
rocity of the one and the wrath of the other ? 
* Would not a philosopher, who should reason 
in this way, make himself ridiculous ?' 

Secondly. To make it still more clearly ap- 
pear, that the doctrine of divine efficiency is un- 
philosophical, Mr. A. says, *' It annihilates the 
whole system of second causes in the moral 
world." This is a broad and bold asertion, and 
as destitute of truth, as it is of candour. Are 
second causes annihilated, unless they are al- 
lowed ta be efficient causes, and as such, to 
usurp the place and perform the work of the 
First Cause ? What if no " second cause, or 
created agent" can " move the mind of man to 
the least inclination or choice V Does it hence 
follow, that, in moving the minds of men to 
choose and will, God may not make use of sec- 
ond causes, means, motives, and created agents? 
Mr. A. admits, that all holy exercises in the 
hearts of men, are produced by the immediate 
agency of God. Apd does he, then, mean to 
annihilate all the means of grace? Nothing can 
be more unpbilosophical and uncandid, than to 
insist, as Mr. A. <^es, throughout his Essay, 
that the doctrine of the efficient agency of God 
in the production of human volitions, excludes 
the use and subordinate agency of means, mo- 
tives and instrumeutst 
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Thirdly. As additional evidende,that the doc- 
trine of divine efficiency is unphilosophical^ Mr. 
A. says, " This theory is doing violence to the 
universal opinion of mankind and the dictates 
of common sense." Mr. A. is here a little too 
fast, in using the term i/mv<?rM/; for no vio- 
lence is done to the opinion of Dr. Emmons, or 
of Mr. Weeks, or of thousands besides, by the 
theory in question. Butj perhaps, these men 
have been so long plunged in '* metaphysical 
deeps," as to have lost their cammou sense. Mr. 
A. adds, ^* To maike this appear, we will state a 
case." The case is that of a man, with his hand 
in a kettle of boiling lead. That the agency of 
God should be necessary to cause in this man a 
desire or volition to pull out his hand^ Mr. A. 
says, " shocks all common sense." How does 
this appear ? Why should it be more shocking 
to common sense, to say that this man's voli- 
tion to withdraw his hand, is caused by divine 
agency ; than to say that the iFall of a sparrow 
or the ascent of vapours is thus caused ? If a 
man, in such a predicament, should not have a 
desire to withdraw his hand, it would, indeed, 
shock common sefise ; because it would be con- 
trary to common obiservation. But, if to sup- 
pose that the desire, in such a case, as well as 
others, has a cause, and that the cause is the 
ngency of God, shocks common sense ; then 
common sense is shocked with the doctrine of 
the Bible, which teaches us, that men are not 
^uffic enf of ihemselves even to think a ^hough^ ; 
that by God (hey are moved ; and that Godxoorh 
€'h all in all But, suppose the doctrine of di» 
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vine agency did shock common sense ; would 
it certainly follow, that it is unphilosophical ? 
If so, then the doctrine that the earth is a sphere 
and turns upon its axis, should never havp been 
received as sound philosophy. 

Fourthly* Mr. A alleges against the doctrine 
of divine efficiency^ that it '* insists upon more 
causes, than are necessary to account for the ef- 
fect/^ But, how so. if second causes can never 
act as efficienf causer? And- to say they can^ is 
a *' prostrate begghig of the question." 

Fifthly. Mr. A., says, ** The theory under 
consideratiofi destroys the idea of God's having 
any proper creation at jII " But, how so ? Can- 
Dot God make creatures distinct from himself, 
without making them independent of himself? 
If He can, then all Mr A. says under this head 
is impertinent, and unworthy of notice, except 
his charging Mr. Weeks with " abolishing the 
agency and influence of all second causes in the 
moral system." which is too gross a misrepre- 
sentation to pass without censure. Mn Weeks 
attributes all the agency and influence to second 
causes, which it is possible they should have, 
without acting independently, and producing 
effects by their own efficiency ; to suppose 
which, is both absurd and unscriptural. 

S octhly and lastly. Mr. A. says, that the doc- 
trine of divine agency is '* unphilosophical, as it 
tends to destroy all real and rational philoso- 
phy.'' This is as much as to say, it is unphilo- 
sophical,, v* because it is unphilosophical. But, 
we are unable to see how the doctrine in ques- 
tion has this destructive tendency. May not 
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the properties of things be as permanent^ and 
the course of events as unform^ both in the nat- 
unil and moral world, upon supposition they 
are produced by divine efficiency, as upon sup. 
position they arc produced by * the imparted 
energy and activity of second causes V And, 
why: then, may there not be equal room ** to 
trace out the nature of things, their mutual re- 
lations and dependance, and the energy or aC" 
tivity they have to produce effects, and to frame 
mles and systems for. the application and direc 
tion of these energies to useful purposes?'* 
which Mr. A. s»ys, ** is the substance of ^hU phi- 
losophy worthy our notice."" V\ ill he still in- 
sist, thn crcHted things can h^ve no nature or 
properties, unless they h^ve an independent ex- 
istence ; and no energy or activity, untkss they 
have a creative energy, imd can act witb<»ut 
being moved by the First Cause? We should 
not think that he would insist upon this, after 
conceding, as he does, p. 56, thutthe laws of 
nature *' may be the mode of operation ass gned\ 
to imparted powers and energies, upheld^ di- 
rf'c-edy and governed by the infinite wisdom 
and POWER of the great First Cause." Docs 
thitpower ©fthe First Cause, imparl^ uphold^ 
direci fuid govern^ without a volftion^ without 
an exercise of power, without acting? 

Mr. A is happy, in closing this section, * to 
strenghten his own views by the authority' of 
the lute very popul ir Dr. Dwight. He might, 
if he held taken the trouble, have strengthened 
his views by the a^uthority of many more Doc- 
tors of the modern -CiUyiuistick sohocd? And 
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many more stilU of the Arminian and Unitarian 
schools. But, it would have served only td 
show, in a manner " striking'** to himself, how 
much he hr^s thought like great men ; without 
adding much to the strength of his views : since, 
as he justly observes, ** Nothing like infallibili- 
ty is to be attributed to the opinions of any 
mere man." ♦ 

I have only to add one remark upon the quo- 
tation from Dr. Dwight, p. 57. If the Doctor 
was acquainted with a theology in this country 
which '* denies? with Spinoza, the existence of 
finite, intelligent beings/' we confess we know 
not where this theology is situated » for we have 
never seen it written or heard it said, in this 
country, either by philosopher or divine, that 
^^ Minds* or spirits, are no other than continued 
ihains, or successions of ideas and exercises.'' 

* We tfaink Mr. A. will be strack, if not gratified, witb 
tbe coiocidence between bis views, and the followiDg oftbe 
BeT. Gborge Savage White. '* Dr. Emmons' ideas oh 
Di?tne Influence appear to roe to be objectionable oh several 
accounts, aod to be ezpresslj against James^ Epistle : ^* Let 
no man say^ when be is lempted, I am tempted of God« 
ic." 

** Sinful eiercises «r« as natural to us, as it is for us to 
breathe ; bi|t holy exercises are produced bj the special in* 
flueoce of tbe Holy Spirit, and persons under that iniuence 
may be said to be partakers of the divine nature. Yet God 
does not produce, nor is be the author of siiiful exercises, in 
the iosne rvayf nor in the sense, in which he is the author jof^ - 
holy eiercises."— [L^tfer to Rev, T . Andros^^r^m-Cltdrge 
S. mHu^in the SpirUml Magazine, Vol. 1, A*o. 2, p. 4. 
7 



SECTION VII. 

Containing remarks upon theffth section o/tfie 
Essay^ p. 58-64. 

We have now pafsed the middle of the Es- 
say ; and have, as yet, encountered little besides 
** metaphysical arguments and abstract reason- 
ing." VVe are happy,, at length, to meet our 
author on the ground of scripture. 

In this section, Mr. A. proposes to adduce 
texts, * which solemnly warn us, not to ascribe 
to God, our being inwardly excited and moved 
to impiety and wickedness." The texts are 
three in number ; all from the short Epistle of 
James ; an epistle to which many have resoled 
for weapons to combat the doctrines of theapos- I 
tie Paul. The first text quoted by Mr. A. i^ 
that noted one, James i. 13, 14. "Let no man j 
say when he is tempted, I am tempted of God : 
for God cannot be tempted with evil, neither 
tempteth he any man : But every man is tempt- 
ed, when he is drawn away of his own lust, and i 
enticed." This text, if it had been the apos- 
tle's intention, might well warn us against as- , 
cribing to God, our being inwardly or outward- I 
ly " excited to impiety and wickedness." To 
excite commonly means to instigate^ persuade^ 
or tempt. But, it is - not per<:eived, that this 
text warns us against ascribing our being in- 
wardly moved to impiety and wickedness, to di- 
vine agency^ as the primary y efficient cause, li 



75 

it does, the term tempt must here mean, in- 
ivardly to move; which is a sense^ in which the 
term is no where used in any odier speech or 
writing, either sacred or profane. Mr. A.'s la. 
boured argument, to prove that the word 
tempt has such an uncommon and strange sense 
in this passage, is altogether inconckisive. He 
Stays, " the sense, in which the apostle meant to 
clear God of tempting men to sin, is that, in 
which it is impossible he himself should be 
tempted." And what sense is this ? Is it to be 
inwardly moved to sin by the agency of another 
being ? In this sense, God cannot be excited or 
inclined to holiness^ any more than to sin^ How- 
ever mysterious it may be, it is as evident that 
God is self-movedy as it is that he is self-exist- 
ent. Mr. A. says again, that the " actual in- 
clination. or being drawn away to sin, which the 
apostle ascribes to maris own lust as the cause^ 
is the kind of tempting he solemnly warns eve- 
ry man not to impute to God." But, is this 
kind of tempting the same as inwardly moving 
one to sin ? Does every man's own hist inw<ird- 
ly move him to sin ? Is lust or sin the efficient 
cause of sin ? We should be loath to think that 
Mr. A entertains this absurd sentiment. In 
what sense, then, does the apostl^ James here 
use the word tempt ? We answer, that, in his 
sense, to be tempted of God, is obviously the re- 
verse of being drawn away of one's own lust^ 
Now, to be drawn away of one's own Just, is to 
i/eld^ voluntarily^ to the temptation. To be 
tempted of God, then, must be, to be constrain^ 
ed or compelled^ aganst one^s inclination or 



u 

choree J to perform the act to which he is tenipt^ 
ed. In this sense, it may be true, that God 
tempteth no man ; while it is equally true, that 
He turns the hcc^rts of all men, as the rivers of 
water. For even Mr. A. admits, p. 14, that 
*• God has power, consistently with the moral 
freedom of man, to produce evil volitions in his 
heart, by an immediate, inward, positive effi^ 
ciency. For, if the holy exercises, which God 
produces in saints, be morally good and praise- 
worthy ; we ste not why the evil exercises of 
sinners would not be criminal, though produced 
in the same way," The object of the text be^ 
fore us, evidently is, to show, that God is not 
in such a sense the author of the sinful conduct 
of men under temptation, as to deprive them of 
tht'irjree agency^ or free them from their crim- 
inality. This text, therefore, is neither " im- 
pertinent nor useless,'' should we even suppose 
that there neither *' then was a class of men, 
who, to excuse or palliate their iniquities, pre- 
tended that God tempted, solicited, inclined, or 
inwardly moved them to all the wickedness they 
perpetrated," nor that ^' it was foreseen that 
such mistaken and deluded men would arise in 
some future period. " This text has no refer- 
ence to soliciting^ inclining, or inwardly moving 
men to sin ; nor does it imply ** the existence 
of such ungodly tncn as attribute these things to 
God." It implies, that there might be^ and we 
have higher outhority than that of Dr Mack- 
night, to prove, that there were men, who, "to 
excuse or palliate their iniquities" inferred, 
from tJic doctrine of divine decree^ and agency, 
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that God compelled them to sin r and that, 
therefore, they were not to be blamed. That 
there were persons of this description in the 
apostolick age, is implied in the words of Fault 
Rom. ix. 18, 19. ** Therefore hath he mercy 
on whom he will have mercy, andu horn he will 
he hardeneth. Thou wilt then say unto me, 
why doth he yet find fault ? fi)r who hath resist^ 
edhis will?^^ Mr. A* well knows, that it ha^ 
been the practice of ungodly men, from the 
apostle^s day to the present, to make this reply, 
whenever the doctrine of divine decrees and 
agency has been clearly exhibited. And, in 
answer to them, James reasons, much as Dr. 
Emmons, or any other consistent Calvinist 
would reason. He does not * deny the fact of 
a divine agency in hardening the hearty as an 
impious falsehood ;^ and thus flatly contradict 
his beloved brother Paul. He says, in effect, 
* Let no man pretend, that the decrees or agen- 
cy of God, compel him to yield to temptation 
against bis will ; for this is not true. As God 
is never overcome and constrained to do evil, 
by the provocations of his wicked creatures ; so 
He never constrains or compels any man to sin. 
But whenever any man is drawn into sin by 
temptation, he is drawn of his own lust, he vol- 
untarily yields to the temptation. For when 
lust haih conceived it bringeth forth sin* When 
lust, or selfish affection has entered the mind, 
a compliance with outward temptation is the 
natural consequence. W henever any one, there- 
fore, is enticed to commit a sinful 2iCty the fault 
is all h's own.' This appears to be the plain and 
*7 ^ 
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important meaning of the often quoted, oft^rn 
perverted and much abused passage under con- 
sideration ; a meaning entirely consistent with 
the agency of God in hardening the hearts and 
producing all the voluntary exercises of men. 
^ut, as Mr. A, expounds the passage, he makes 
it imply, that men are imvardly moved by their 
own lust, to sin, or, that sin is the efficient cause 
of sin ; which is as absurd, as the long- since 
exploded notion of a self-determining power. 

Another passage, which Mr. A. quotes, as 
*' solemnly warning us not to ascribe to God, 
our being inwardly moved to wickedness,^' is 
within one verse of the preceding, James i., 16, 
17. *' Do not err, my beloved brethren. Every 
good gift, and every perfect gift, is from above, 
and cometh down from the Father of lights, 
with whom is no variableness, neither shadow 
of turning." It seems difficult to perceive, 
what relation this text has to the subject in 
hand. But the sagacity of Mn A. can perceive, 
without a " doubt," that the apostle here * cau- 
tions his brethren against the error of imputing 
our being drawn away to sin, to a divine influ- 
ence.' Some, however, may doubts whether 
the apostle had any such intention ; and that 
too, while they agree with Mr. A. that' '* Dr. 
Macknight's paraphrase is Very just" His 
paraphrase is this, if Mr, A has correctly quo- 
ted him ; ** Be not deceived, my beloved breth- 
ren, into the belief, that God is the author of 
sin," i e, the author (or doer) of the sinful ac- 
tions of men ; as he says the unbelieving Jews 
and judiuzing teachers suggested* '^ So far is 
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God from seducing men to sin, thatc very good 
gift, &c. is from above, &c.'^ Whether this 
paraphrase be just or unjust, there appears to 
be nothing in it any more than in the words of 
Ji.mes, against the doctrine of divine efficiency. 
To harden the hearts of men and move them to 
do evil, is a very different thing from seducing 
them to sin, or being the doer of their sinful ac- 
tions. 

The last passage of * solemn warning,' is 
James, iii. l-t-lT. *^ But if ye have bitti^r en- 
vying and strife in your hearts, glory not, and 
lie not against the truth. This wisdom de- 
scendcth not from above, but is earthly, sensu- 
al, devilish.*' Here, says Mr. A. the principal 
question is, what is meant by the phrase from 
above ? It is so. This phrase, or single word, 
as it is in the original, literally means from a 
higher place ^ and figuratively, from higher au- 
ihonty. In this passage it seems to have ref- 
erence to place* and to mean from heaven. 
Here, then, arises a question — in what sense 
does the apostle assert, that one kind of wisdom 
is from heaven, and the other not ? Does he 
mean, that one kind of wisdom is of a heavenly 
nature^ and the other otan ear hly devHsh na- 
ture ? Or, does he mean, that one kind of wis- 
dom is caused by divine agency, and the other 
caused by human or diabolical agency ? Mr. 
A. is very confident, that he means the later* 
But, " confidence in any opinion is no proof of 
its truth." The apostle's mode of expression 
seems clearly to imply, that the former was his 
meanii^. " This wisdom desccndcth not from 
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above, but is earthly, sensual, devilish,'* De- 
scending from above is contrasted with being 
earthly i sensual^ devth^h. As if he had said, this 
wisdom is not of a heavenly nature^ but of an 
earthly^ earnaU diabolical nature. If Mr. A, 
should call this a ^Maboured criticism," I 
should think his construction at least equally a 
*' strained comment j" for it constrains the apos- 
tle to say, in opposition to the current of scrip- 
ture, that the divine agency is not concerned in 
hardening the hearts of meui and turning. and 
moving them in all their sinful as well as holy 
actions. ** Who can possibly believe" that the 
apostle would deny that God is, in any sense, 
the cause of sinful wisdom, had " he confidently 
believed, at the same time," as Mn A. does, 
*that Go^ predetermined aW the volitions andac- 
tions of ipcn, whether good or evil ; and by an 
infinitely powerful and wise arrangement and 
(Erection of second causes, turns their hearts 
whithersoever he will,and governj^ their f/fo;/^A/s, 
passions and actions ^ 
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Contatmng remarks upon the sixth section of the 
Essay, p. 15 — 68. 

Here, again, Mr. A. quotes Mr^^ texts, which 
he says, ** positively declare, that moral evil 
does not come from God." 

The^r^^ text is James u 13, 14, which was 
particularly considered in the last section. 

The second it-sit is I. John ii. 16. "For all 
that is in the world, the lust of the flesh, the 
lust of the eyes, and the pride of life, is not of 
the Father, but is of the world.'' Mr. A. is ex- 
tremely confident, that the apostle's meaning, 
in this place, is, " It is not the Father, who 
workcth in you the lust of the flesh, the lust of 
the eyes, and the pride of life." He is so sure 
that he understands the passage, that he would 
as soon believe John was an infidel, when he 
penned these words, as that he was a believer in 
the doctrine of divine agency. While we would 
express no doubt of Mr. A.\ sincerity^ we must 
be permitted to entertain some doubt of his cor- 
rectness. He says, ^' that in these words, the 
whole body of sin, every corrupt affection, ev- 
ery sinful desire and practice is comprehend*- 
ed" Now, this is more easily said, than prov- 
ed. It seems not unreasonable to suppose, that 
by the terms, (he lust ofthefiesh^ the hist of the 
eyes ajid the pride of life ^ the apostle means, not 
sinfql desires and affections of the heart, but 
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those things which are suited to be the objects 
of such desires and affections. This appears 
quite evident from the preceding verse, with 
which this is intimately connected, v. 15. ^' Love 
not the world, neither the things that are in the 
world. If any man love the world,'the love of 
the Father is not in him,'' Here is an exhorta- 
tion, ** Love not the world, neither the things 
that are in the world." This exhortation is en- 
forced by a weighty truth, " If any man love 
the world, the love of the Father is not in him*" 
But, why is the love of the world and of the 
things in it, inconsistent with loving God ? The 
answer is in the text : *' For all that is in the 
world, the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the 
eyes, and. the pride of life, is not of the Father, 
but is of the world.'' The argunient of the 
apostle appears to be this : ^^ The things that 
are in the world, and that are suited to be the 
objects of criminal desires and passions, are not 
of the Father ; they are created objects, of a 
nature totally different from God and infinitely 
beneath Him; they are not fitted to be the ob- 
jects of supreme love ; and to love them so, is 
idolatry, and utterly inconsistent with true Jove 
to God.' See Dr. Guise on the pla6e. 

But, if it should still be thought, that, by the 
lust of the fie h^ 6ic sinful desires and affections 
themselves, and not the objects of them are in- 
tended, the passage presents no difficulty. Such 
sinful desires and affections are not of the Fa- 
ther^ but of'theju>orld; i. e. they are notq/Ver 
God: not cotformed to Him, not like the holy 
feelings of his heart, but are after the world, or 
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conformed to the spirit of the world, which is 
enmity agamst God. It is now left for the can- 
did reader to judge, whether this text does not 
require^ or, to say the least a</;m2f, an cKposi* 
tion entirely consistent with those numerous 
passages, which so plainly teach the universal 
agency of God: If this passage were any thing 
to Mr. A. s purpose, it would prove i^ore than 
we should think he could consistently believe ; 
it would prove that Uie world is the efficient 
cause of *' the whole body of sin, of every cor- 
ruptaffeetion, of every sinful desire and prac- 
tice ;" and thus, that "^ powerful agency,*' which 
Mr. A. in his eighth section, ascribes to the 
Devil, would be entirely excluded. 

The fh-rd and last of the passages^ which our 
author quotes, as ' positively declaring, that 
moral evil does not come from God,* is, I. Cor. 
xiv. 33, *' For God is not the author of confu- 
sion." It is very doubtful whether by confu* 
siorij in this place, any thing morally evil is 
meant. The apostle is correcting an irregular 
mode of speaking, into which the preachers in 
the Corinthian church had faileuj inadvertentiy, 
perhaps, and innocently ,' thiit of speaking sev- 
eral at a time. This.he calls confuson ; bujt^he 
does not say that God is not the author o/^it. 
The word author is not found in the original, 
but was inserted by the translators. And, we 
have no less right, and much more reason, to 
insert the word approver y or commander ^ or lov- 
er, than they had to insert the word author. 

Mr. A. closes the section under review, with 
a singular observation : *' And wherein lies so 
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great a distinction between author and efficient 
cause^ 1 have yet to learn." Has he still to 
learn, that the word emfkor is often understood 
to mean the same as daer^ or actor? And when 
it is thus understood, can he not perceive, that 
its meaning is essentially different from that of 
^cieni causr? 
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SECTION IX. 

Containing remarks vpon the seventh section of the 
Essay ^ p. 69 — 8 1 , in which an attempt is made to 
skowj that ** f A« language of scripture, in which ail 
holiness in saints^ ts ascribed to the agency of the 
Holy Spirit^ necessarily excludes the idea of a di- 
rect inward dhine efficiency^ in the production of 
sinful exercises.'*^ 

This argument, Mr. A. says, " seems to be 
perfectly decisive of the question.*' We admit, 
that it not only seems to be, but must be deci- 
sive ; if it be founded in truth and fact But, of 
this we are not yet convinced. Mr, A, pro- 
poses to present his argument in *' four particu- 
lars." Let us consider each of these in their 
order. 

1. The Jifst particular is a " Contrast.'^ 
Great things have been done by contrasts. We 
remember Mr. Ely's Contrast ;. in which it is 
made to appear, with the greatest facility im- 
aginable, that Hopkinsianism is anti-calvinis- 
tick, and near akin to Sabelianism, Arminian- 
ism, and Universalism. It is no difficult thing 
to construct seeming contrasts, by putting 
scraps of passages together, according to their 
sound, without regarding their connexion and 
sense ; and thus to frame arguments seemingly 
conclusive. Such is the contrast before us. 
Here ^re twenty passages, or parts of passages, 
placed in opposite columns, over against each 
8 
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other, by way of contrast. We re^^ lifee 
reader's patience, while we examine them. 

The two first are from Galat. y- 18-^ 
Here is, to be sure, a contrast, between ihc^$^ 
and the spirit. But, it will be at once pejrceiv* 
ed, upon reading the passage in its connexion, 
that, by the Jlesh^ is here meant, the ^iriful hffQri ; 
and, by the spirity the holy heart. This con- 
trast, has riot the least reference to "the /irocSw?- 
Hon of exercises,'' either holy, or sinful ; and is 
nothing at all to Mr. A,'s argument. 

The second pair of texts, is from the parable 
of the tares, Mat. xiii. 38. Here is a contract, 
as far as it goes ; but it stops too soon for Mr- 
A.'s argument. The good seed is contrasted 
with the tares, and the children of the kingdom 
with the children of the wicked one* But,, there 
is not a word, yet, respecting Xht production of 
either sinful or holy exercises. And here the 
contrast ends. 

The third pair of texts, set against each oth- 
er, is from the simile of our Lord, to illustrate 
his divine power in casting out devils. Here, 
to be sure, is a contrast, or comparison, between 
the strong man armed and a stronger than he. 
But, if Mr. A, will show, that this comparison 
has the most remote relation to the cause of 
either sinful or holy exercises, we will give him 
the credit of great ingenuity and a most fertile 
imagination. 

In th^ fourth place, we have the two clauses 
of the 29th v. of the 7th chap, of Ecclesiastes, 

f laced opposite each other, by way of contrast, 
n the first clause, the agency of God^ in pro- 
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dticitfg hdy exercises in the first man, is assert- 
ed. ••* God made man upright." In the sec- 
ond clause, there-is no mention made of the ef- 
ficient cause of sinful exercises. It is only said 
that men act voluntarily in their sinful conduct. 
" They have sought out many inventions.'' 
What .ro»/ra»/ is there here ? In order to make 
a contrast, it must be understood, that by n^en's 
seeking out many inventions, is meant, that men 
cause their own sinful exercises by a self deter- 
mining power. But, does Mr. A. really be- 
lieve tifiis ? Though he has said what implies 
sach a belief, at the bottom of his 85th page ; 
yet we cannot think, that, upon a second and 
more thorough review of his metaphysical spec- 
ulations, he will seriously undertake to maintain 
a position, which President Edwards, for whom 
he has great respect, has demonstrated to be so 
perfectly absurd. See Edwards on the Will, 
Part 11. sec. 1, 2. 

In ^e fifth place, we have, not two parts of 
the same passage, but two passages from dis- 
tant parts of the Bible, placed in opposition^ 
The first. Psalm yiii. 5, asserts the divine agen- 
cy in the creation of man. The second, Rom. 
V. 12, asserts the Jail of Adam and its deleteri- 
ous consequences. Now, who can perceive a 
contrast between God's creating man, and Ad- 
am's beginning sin in the world by his fall ? And 
what relation has either the one or the other to 
the cause of either holy or sinful exercises ? 

The sixth contrast consists of the two parts of 
a single verse, Hos. xiii. 9. " O IsraeL thou 
bastdestroyed thyself ; but in me is thine help." 
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By Israel's destroying himself is obvioiis^ 
meant, not his being the efficient cause'of his 
own sinful exercihcs; but, his bringing tipoti 
himself divine judgments by his voluntary^ siri- 
ful conduct. By his help's being in Grod, may 
be meant, that divine power was occcssaiy 
either to relieve or reform him. Here, then, is 
no contrast to the purpose of Mn A. 's argu- 
. ment. For, if the last clause teaches die agen- 
cy of God in producing holy exercises, whidi 
is very doubtful ; it is manifest, that the fir$l 
clause has not tbe least reference to the efficient 
cause of sinful exercises. '^ 

The seventh contrast is formed by putting 
together John i. 12, 13, and II. Cor. iv. 3, 4 
Iri the former of these passages, the agency «f 
God in regeneration is taught ; in the latter, the 
agency of the god of this world, in blinding the 
minds of unbelievers. If there is a contrast 
here, it must be understood, that ^atan blinds 
the minds of sinners, by producing sinful exer- 
cises in their hearts, just as the Holy Spirit pro- 
duces holy exercises in the hearts of samts. 
This Mr. A. supposes. But, whether this sup- 
position be founded in truth, will be a snhject 
of inquiry, in reviewing his eighth secticMi. 

The eighth contrast is composed of I. John 
iv. 12, and I. John iii, 8. The former passage 
teaches, that God dwells in saints ; no doubt as 
the efficient cause of their holy love. In the 
latter passage, sinners are said to be of the Devil. 
If here be a contrast to Mr. A/s purpose, it 
must be taken for granted, that the Devil is the 
efficient cause of the sinful exercises of sinners. 
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But tl^s is a point of so much importance, and 
so likely to be controverted, that Mr. A. shpuld 
not have taken it for granted, but should have 
waited till he had attempted to to prove it. 
Wither he has succeeded in that attempt, may 
appear, perhaps, when we come to his eighth 
secticm* 

In. the nmth place, we have I. John iii. 9 and 
10 ; two contiguous verses, in the same chap, 
ten In the former verse, saints are represented 
^^ bom of God; and, consequently, as having 
the seed of holy love habitually in their hearts, 
which lays them under a moral inability of sin- 
ning. In the latter verse, sinners are called 
children of the devil, and are said to be not of 
God. . Now, we ask, whether to be a child of 
the devil, be the opposite of being bom of God ? 
If so, then the devil must be the efficient cause 
of the sinful exercises of sinners, just as God is 
the efficient cause of the holy exercises of saints. 
We ask again, what is here meant by the phrase 
not of God? Does it mean the. same as indepen- 
(few/ ofGod^ or not subject to his efficient agency? 
is it not pbviously meant^ that a sinner is not 
erne of God's spiritual children^ not one of hjs 
peculiar people^ not a subject of the sanctifying 
infiuenge of his Spirit ? But, because sinners 
^e not born of the Spirit, does it hence follow, 
that they will ^nd a^r/ independently of divine 
agency ? This, we, should think, could not be 
Mr. A.'s belief: for he says truly, p- 75, " Bg' 
the general agency of God, all things are con* 
stantly held under the absolute dominion an4 
government of Jehovah, and> in his Providc;!^^, 
^8 ' '' 
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so directed and managed, as that they iiever mwe 
or actl but in conformity to his dtstgns-i* To 
this agency, the apostle alludes in these words : 
For in him (God) we live^ and moVe, (i. ^- are 
maved^) and htive our being. In rega^ tlo this 
kind of agency, ail objects in the universe are 
eqiuilly dfpendant.^^ 

We come, at length, to the tenth ahd last pair 
of texts, which are, L John iv* 4 and 5. In 
these texts, saints are said to be ofGad^ and 
sinners of,he world i the obvious meaning of 
which is» that the one are conformed to Ood, 
and the other conformed to the world* Bot, 
should we admit, as Mr. A. seems to suppose, 
that the former verse conveys tibe idea, that 
God is in samts^ at^ Satan in the worid; we do 
not see how it would even thus follow^ diat Sa- 
tan is the efficient c^use of the sinful exercises 
of the wicked. Satan may be m the worid, as 
a tempter and seducer^ without governing the 
hearts of sinners, like a Manichean god. 

** It would be next to endless, says Mr. A. 
to produce all the contrasts of this kind. " Here 
we fully concur with him; The whole Bible 
might be contrasted after this manner. Asd, 
after all, what would it prove, except themc/tty- 
try of the compiler of such a contrast, and the 
weaknees ofhts cause ? Here we would interro- 
gate, after the manner of Mr. A. ^* How can an 
upright^ honest man, who believes the plain, 
obvious sense of the scriptures te be the true, 
suffer himself to be so seduced by metapfa^ncal 
subtilties, as to imagine, that tb^ meaning;, in- 
^^endcd to be conveyed in all these ciuitrtslB^ 
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by the Holy Ghost, is this ;'* that as'God is the 
efficient cause of all holy exercises, so wicked 
mentor the world, or the-Devil, is the efficient 
ctiuse of all sinfnl exercises ? 

Mr. A. asks, *' How is he greater, who is in 
sain^^ than he that is in the world ; ,if God 
works as directly and really in the one, as in the 
other V^ I answer, that the supreme agency of 
Godv does not exclude the subordinate agency 
of the* Devil. He is in the world tempting and 
deluding men ; while God turns their hearts as 
the ^rivers of water. But, here we may retort 
the question, and ask, if the Devil works in 
sinners, as directly and ej^enfly^ as Qod Works 
in saints ; how then, is He greater, who is in 
^nts, than he that is in the world? We see 
not; why this supposition does net give the 
ssme power to Satan, as to the Holy Spirit; 
and as completely deify the Devil, as the doc- 
trine of the Magi and Manichees* 

2. " The next branch of the argument, ccwi- 

tinues our author, is, the positive declarations 

of thef Bible, that the Spirit of God does not 

dwell in, and produce evil exercises in the 

lieitrts of the wicked." But where are these 

posiHwi d^clarattms found? Mr. A. has not 

produced ene. His first passage is Gal. v. 18- 

23. Here the Jlesh and spirit are contrasted. 

And as tkeftesh evidently means, in this place^ 

•Ihe umanctified hearty so the spirit oi course 

means, the nem or holy heart* There is no ref- 

.ensHce, in this passage, to the Divine Spirit. 

~ HiB ncKKt passage is Rom, viii. 9. " Now if 

ttE^man have not the' spbit of Christy he is notie 
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of hb.** It seems pretty evident, from ttfa^i^fiir 
text, that by fhe spirit of Christy is here vom^. 
not the Divine Spirit, but the temper. ondMitd 
of Christ But, if we suppose, with some es^^ 
positors, that the Divine Spirit is meant, still 
we da ^ot see how a declaration that He is pos* 
sessed by every believer, amounts to a^po^ive 
declaration, that He does not dwell in, and pro^ 
duce exercises in the hearts of the wicked. 

The hist passage, under this particular, is 
Jude V. 19. ^^ These be they which sepitrate 
themselves, sensual, not having tiie spirit^" 
Here, to be sensualj is oppoised to havwg the 
spiriU The tpiriif therefore, in this conae^xioii) 
evidently means, not the third Person in tbp 
Trinity, but the spiritual. mmd and holy hsQrt? 
" Now, says Mr. A. 

3. This plain scripture doctrine, that the 
Spirit is the author of no volitions or est^er ciseSt 
but such as are holy, ought in our view, |o b^ 
perfectly decisive as to the question. " But, he 
has not, as yet, exhibited proof that this is t 
scriptural doctrine ; and, if he had^ we . $^Qi^d 
not allow his inference. We do nqt .believe^ 
that the doctrine which we advocate, obliges us 
to *^ assert, that the Holy Ghost is.eqq^y.the 
author of sin in God's enemies, as cf hcdiness | 
in his friends." It is a strange assertion ojf Mr. 
A. and one, which, like several he has made, 
shows that his views of the doctrine of the 
Trinity are very confused ajkl inaccurate, that, 
" if yoft affirm, that God the Father works in : 
sin^ers to will and to. do evil, you necessarily | 
affirm the same thing of the Holy Ghost j '.' and, 



iiatlfae Persons in the Trini£y " cannot be rep* 
wscBted as acting separately.* If to say. that 
Sie 'Persons in the Trinity may act independents 
fffy be to resolre this high mystery into ihre^ 
d^svnet Godsy we should think, that, to ftiy, 
the Persons in the Trinity cannot act separaie* 
Iff J is to resolve this, high mystery of Three 
Persons in the Godhead, into one individual 
Person. The one seems to approach quite as 
near to Sabelianism^ as the other does to Tri- 
diebm* The words of Christ, which Mr. A^ 
quotes, John v, 19i are not chargeable with this 
sSbsurdity. In these words, Chnst teaches his 
dependance^ as iiton, and hi» independence^ as 
€rod. As man^ he was the San of God, and 
could do nothing of himself : as God^ he was 
equal with the Father, and could periwm equal* 
ly divine wodks. This is the obvious meaning 
of the -passage. But, neither this,, nor any otlu 
er passage in the Bible, teaches, that die Per. 
sons in the Trinity cannot act separately ; and 
that die appropriate works of any one rerscHi, 
ate efually the works of the other two. Christ, 
the second Person in the Trinity, *^ made him- 
self of no reptttation,and took upon him the form 
of a servant :^' Did the first, or thicd Person 
ever do this ? Christ prayed, '* Holy Father^ 

* How is this to be reconciled with Mr* A.'s concessions 
in his Letter respecting " Bible News T* In tbat Tract, he 
admits, ' tbat the highest nature of Christ was hegaiten of 
\\^ Father ; — ihat the Divine nature Of Cbrrst is, in some 
sense, a distinct being from the Fa'ber ;— and that, in re- 
gard to his most exalted nature^ Christ was sent of fhe Fa- 
Ihtr, and acffd in subordination to hi^ will and authority." 

" '^iblf^evcsJVot Correct, pp. 4, \5,^a^2d edition. 



94 

keep through thine own name, those, iHiioihi 
thou hast given me." John xvii. 11. Were 
these persons given to Christ by the Holy' Spir- 
it, or by Christ himself? It is expressly saidj 
John V. 22, *' The Father judgeth no man, b^ 
hath committed all judgment unto the Son." 
Would it, then, be scriptural to say, that the 
world will be judged by the Father, or by the 
Holy Spirit ? If, then, the scriptures represent 
it as the appropriate work of the Holy Spirit, to 
produce holy exercises in men ; it is not prop- 
er to attribute this work either to the Father, or 
to the Son. It is, indeed, proper to attiribatc 
this, or any other divine work to God ; because 
all the Persons in the sacred Trinity are equal- 
ly Dtvine. But, if there be a distinction of Per- 
sons in the Godhead, as the scriptures teach, to 
ascribe the appropriate and official work of on6, 
to either of the others, is as manifestly improper 
as to ascribe the appropriate and official work 
of a hgislator^ to ^judge^ or to an. ambassador. 

Leaving Mr. Williston to explain and vindi- 
cate himself, as he is well able to do ; and 
leaving our author to set as little value as he 
pleases upon Dr. Hopkins's " palliative," as he 
diminutively calls it, we pas's to the fourth par- 
ticular of his argument, p. 75. 

4. ** The theory under consideration appears 
to be a great corruption of the Gospel, as it con- 
founds the work of the Holy Spirit on the hearts 
of saints, with the physical, or general agencj" 
of God." And, what if it does? This is pre- 
cisely what Mr. A.'s theory does. His theorj' 
maintains, that, whatever any one Person in the 



95 

^rp^ ^s, is done, not independently, nor 
tvj^nmeparateh/^ but equally by the other two 
P^sons. And, if so, it is v.ery diiEcult to see, 
how * iwe Person in the Trinity should act a 
more official or prominent part in any divine op- 
eration^ tlian the other Persons.' But, suppos- 
iagj what may be true, that it is the peculiar and 
appropriate work of the Holy Spirit ** to pro- 
duce in men viituous and holy exercises ;'' wc 
admit, that our theory confounds this work with 
the general agency of God ; but deny, that it 
confounds this, or any other official work of 
the Spirit^ with the official work of either the 
iaiher or the Son- The general agency of God 
Qoraprehends all the works of all the Pei*sons in 
the Sacred Trinily. God worketh all thiWos 
after the couitscI of his own will ; some of 
which things are the official works of the Fa- 
TflEu, ^some the official works of the Son, and 
others Xht official works of the Holy Spirit* 
That the general agency of God is thus exten-* 
sive, we have the authority of Mr. A. to prove, 
la p. 75, he quotes these words from his Appen- 
dix, p. 121, which, though last, was printed 
first : "By this agency all things were origin- 
ally created, &c. — and are constantly held un- 
der the absolute dominion and government of 
fchovah, and in his Providence, so directed and 
managed, as that they never move or act, but 
in conformity to his infinitely wise and benev- 
olent designs. To this physical agency, the 
apostle alludes in these words : "For in him 
we live, move^ (or are moved) j^nd have our be-: 
Hig.?' . ^nd it is in respect to the same agency^ 



\ God thus speaks in tiie prophet : /^ lUbii&i^ 

lijg^t and create darkness ; I makei pelftQe alul 
create evil ; I the Lord do ail these thrngs.'! h 
i^^rd to this kind of agency^ all objects in,^ 
universe are equally depelEidant. The lafgest 
globe, and the smallest atom, the hi^e^ s^- 
aph, and the meanest insect, the isost perfect 
saints and the vilei^ sinner, the brightest aogel, 
and blackest devil, all here stand ^pon^aleveL" 
Aft^r reading this description of the general, or 
rather, universal, agency of God, we conf<^», we 
were not a little surprized to find Mr. A» con- 
tending, that this agency does m^ include, that 
** moral influence or agency," as< he. calls it, 
which consists in ' operating upon the motsl 
and active powers of men, and causing them to 
thinks feel and act, agreeably to the will and 
{Measure of the agent*' Is not this moral wftui^ 

^ ence or agency included in God^s Jbrmmg light 

and 772a^»^ peace^ cneatmg darkness and eviij 
moving men in all their actions, and Imving all 
'creatures so under his government, and so di* 
rected and managed by his Providence,, as diat 
they never move or act^ but in cc^iforniity^tohis 
infinitely wise and benev,olent designs ? In the 
Appendix, p. 121, these* passages, " Why h^t 
thou hardened our heart from 9iy fear ?" *'• He 
turned their heart to hate his people," arc refer- 
:red to the general s^gency of God. We acknowl* 
edge ourselves utterly unable to see what pecu- 
liar work of the Holy Spirit, or of any <Mther Di- 
vine Person, there can be, Which is not included 
in an agency^ so general *ds this. Here, ififstead 
• of thing's i^ing ^sonfoqinded by: our, theory, 
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wbiA die scriptores represent as distioct ; Mr. 
A.'s theory ni^es a di$iifH^iony whcre^ aecord* 
log to the scriptures and his own statements, 
^ thoe is no conceiTable difference. We do not 
pen^eiTe why '^the Gq^msI may liot be under- 
stood by tfaose^ uriio have no idea of any other 
divine algtncy^* but that gen«^ agency which 
has been described, and which comprehends 
that offiviai agency of the Holy Spirits which re- 
news * men, dead in trespasses and sins, and is 
one id the essential glories of the Cvo^>el, as 
the words of eternal life-* The agency of the 
Spirit, in renewing and sanctifying men, is not 
Inore distinct from the general agency of Ood, 
ihan the agency of the Father^in governing the 
World and sending his Son to redeem it, or the 
agency of Christ> in taking on him the seed of 
AbTiifaam and making his soul an offering for 
sin. *' In ordCT to leave the HcJy ^irit any 
thing to be his peculiar work," therein no need 
of supposing *'* something, to which the general 
agency of God does not extend." Wten the 
Divine Spilit renews the heart c£ a auiner, or 
works in a saint that Xvhich is pleiising to God, 
He performs a peculiar work. He produces a 
peculiar effect, which requires a special opera- 
tion. He dwells in saints, as neither he, nor 
the Father, nor the Son dwells in any other 
men; «ven by tliose special influences which 
produce ioMness. This we might, with ^x)prir 
ety, call a peculiar w&rirj even if we maintain- 
ed, as we do not^ ^at the Holy Sfnrit is the 
agent b hardenii^l the hearts of the mxAjt4kWA 
ausing.aU their telomtaiy exeoases. 79^oil|^ 
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the Holy Spirit ought not to be viewed ^ *tt» 
ing *' independently ;" yet He ought to be.ykw? 
ed as acting officially^ and as halving his appj^ 
priate work, which is that of renewing $inn^ 
and sancHfffing saints. ^'So that it coiir with 
truth be said, that, although God worjcs all 
wickedness in men, yet the Spirit works no 
evil in them> but good only." Mr. A, s^ys, 
that "the peculiar work of the Holy Spirit is 
^confined to saints.^' But, how is his prodpciiig 
holiness in saints, a peculiar worlr^ if He cannot 
act independently, or even separately ; andif 
all He does, is done equally by the Father aiid 
the Son ? Mr. A.^s theory leaves no peculmr or 
o^cm/ work, for cither the. Father, Son, or Spii^, 
and entirely confounds the distinction of Persoiis 
in the Godhead ; which does not arise so much 
from their being called by separate names- as 
from their being represented as performing^- 
araie works^ and acting ^s distinct ckvineagents. 
According to Mr. A. the distinction between 
the agency of the Spirit in sanctiftoation, and 
the agency ofGod, does not **Telate merely to 
the effect produced,'' but to the manner in which | 
it is produced, viz. ** by direct operation m the 
heart,^^ But, if the Holy Spirit, in sanct^ca- j 
tion, operates directly on the heart ; then, ac- ' 
cording to Mr. A, the Father and the Jiion op- 
erate tlirectly on the heart, in the same work: 
for, as he says, p. 72, " When we speak of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as purely Di- 
vine Persons, it is impossible to deny any wing, 
as to counsels or operations in relation tp one 
person^ without denying it of the others.— Nor 
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cair ^e ascribe to one, any operation or effect^ 
^th6ut ascribing it, at the same time, to the 
dthferi'' Though we have no apprehension that 
MfV* A, means to be a Unitarian, yet his .ua- 
^cr^ttiral theory leads him» throughout this 
section, to reason upon Unitarian ground, and • 
to advance what appears to us subversive of th6 . 
scriptural doctrine of the Trinity.^ 

MK A. says, that Mr. Weeks's doctrine *'is 
equal to a positive assertion, that God, by his 
immediate agency, causes not only all the virtu- 
ous exercises of saints, but all the impious ex* 
ercis^s of sinners and devils ;" and consequent- 
ly, *^ that there is no room to assert, that God 
Operates in one, more than another." From 
whence he infers, that, *' as an agents sinners 
have the Holy Ghost dwelling in them,, as much 
as real Christians.'' But, how does this follow, 
if the Holy Ghost be an agent distinct from the 
Fatter and the Son ; and if it be His peculiar 
offietalwark to produce holy exercises in men? 
" The Christian world have hitherto supposed^ 
that God (the Spirit) dwelt in a peculiar man- 

* Mr. 4< u^c9 fiimtlar expressions in bis <^ Letter to a 
Frieod," He there says, **TriniUriaDS hold^ that God is 
but one being or peisoD« in the primary, literal sense of the 
term. Though the Father, Son, and Spirit are but one 
€od, as body, soul and spirit, are but one man, y^t they 
are tbree in a mysterious, incomprehensible sense. The 
Holy Spirit is not strictly another person, but a person in a 
peculiar and mysterious sense.*' 

Bible M'ewn Not Correct, pp, 16, I7» io—2d editions 

This, says Noah Worcester, is what Dr. Cudworth eaH3 
*' Sabeilian Jargonry." 
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oar in sawts ;^ and what does Mr. Wedksmgir, 
that implies the contrarj ? 

I close this section with a remark upon a ski> 
gular mode of speaking adopted by Mr. Aw& 
Uie section under review^ and in other pfatocss. 
He caHs the general agency of God Insphysieal 
agency ; and the operation of the Spirit in jntik 
ducmg holiness, His morai agency. But, where 
<£d Mri^ A. find this distinction ? Is there any 
intimation of it in the sacred scriptures ? The 
scriptures teach, that God worketh all thft^sty 
and worketh all in aH. But, do the scriptures 
toy where teach, that God worketh some things 
by one kind of agency, and other things by an. 
oiheritme/ of agency? It is believed, that such 
a dii^nctioii is « fabrication of a kind cf pluios* 
ophy, which has no foundation in the sacred 
writings. Besides; does not God act as a 
moral agent in all He does ? And is not all He 
does, therefore, pioral action 9 If there lie ai^ 
^bund to distinguish the agency of God by the 
terms physical and morale it must lie^ not in the 
mode of his operation^ but in the nature of the 
subjects upon which He ^)eratcs. In this re- 
spect, when He operates xx^on matter, his agtia- 
cy may be c^Akd physicah ^nd, when He opi^-^ 
rates upon mir^dy his iigency may be called mor^ 
al But, this is ^lot the ground upon which Mr. 
A makes his distinction between the physical 
and moral agency of God : for he attributes 
* God's harden ng 'he hearts and bUtiding tho 
minds of sinners, his moving and governing 
wicked men and fallen spirits,' and turning rheir 
hearts what way He pleases^ all to \\\s physictit 
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stgaaxcf. Mr. A.H distinction respects the mode 
or manner^ and not the subjects of Divine agen- 
m*: . But, who knows the mode of Divine ope* 
ration, in any case ? Who knows that the agency 
ci God is ever more or less, than a volition of his 
«rill ? " Here, we take it, God is incomprehensi- 
-blc." p. 17. 



SECTION X, '...'■'. 

Containing remarks upon the eighth section of the 
Essay ^ concerning the poioe,r and ivjiuence ascfited 
to Satan, m the production of moral ei^d, p, S^--89: 

To what is said in the introdiictoiy part of 
this section, respecting the beings capacity, 
character and dependance of the DeviJ, wc have 
no material objection ; and shall pass over it, 
without any remarks. Our concern, m this 
section^ is with the * eJ^tent of the power' as* 
'^cribed to this malignant agent, in ^ producing 
;nora/ evil.' We will, first, inquire, what is 
the extent of the power, which Mr. A. ascribes 
to the Devil» in the producticm of moral eyil ? 
And, thw), secondly, inquire, whether it be 
. agreeable to reason and scripture, to believe, 

:. that he. possesses and exercises such a power ? 

First What is the eap/^fff of the j&ow«^, which 

"Mr. A. ascribes to the Devil, in the production 

*,p{ moral evil? 

An^ here it must be evident to every dis-i 
perning reader, that .he attributes to Satan, a 
pow^r, not only to tempf men to sin, but to 
fatfse them to sin ; a power, not only to exhibit 
motives to their minds to persuade them to do 
pvil^ hvAix> produce qyVL exercises in their minds, 
and to m^^ them to sin, as efficiei^y andrf* 
fectually, as the Holy Spirit moves samts to love 
and serve God* He represents the DevU as 
the effigient eau$€ of the^r^; sin of man* He 
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says, " The iutroduction of sin and wickedness 
into this world, is ascribed to his agency. The 
scriptures mention no other agent or cuuse^ in this 
lamentable aflfair," He represents " the agenctf 
of the-Serpent or Devil'' as " effecting the fall 
of man." p. 84. Again, he says, *• When Ad- 
am first sinned^ how do the scriptures acccmpt 
for it ? The awful event is ascribed to Satanick 
tnfluenee^^^ p. 1S5. Now, if Satan was the onltf 
agent or cause concerned hi the fall ; and if this - 
event was effected by his agency and influence ; 
then lie was the efident or producing cause of 
the first sin of man. 

Again, Mr. A. represents the Devil as the 
efficient cause, not of tlie Jk^si sin only, but of ' 
qH the sins of men. He says, "In the Divine 
yohime, there is much said respecting a fnoral 
influence Or agency. The object of this is, not 
to create or uphold creatures in being, but pure-* 
ly to operate upm thetr mor^l and aeUve powers^ 
and to impH them to thinks feel and act^ agree^ 
ably to the vvill and pleasure of the agent, who , 
exerts tim kind of influence. Of this influence^ 
there are two grand sources mentioned in the . 
BiWe* The first is the agency of the Holy 
Spirit^ in tbc production of holy afiectionS) vo* • 
Uticots and actions* The second is the agency 
o/^«toi/^ p. 121, 122, The language here, is \ 
too phitn to need<H>omient. The DevU, in these « 
^otatbns, ts represented, as having power to 
iptHte upon the moral and active powers cf 
men^ and to imftl them to thinks feel, and aei^ 
sigreeably to his wiU and pleasure ; and as be# 
^ e(|ui^y and In the same sense, the castse of 
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Binful 4fxereise9 in men, as the Divine Spirit' k 

/ oi hoiy pxercises. But, Mr. A. has informed 

\ •• us, p. 79, how the Holy Spirit exerts his XBHwi 

I ' • ', influence or agency : *^ The peculiar, appropri* 

f ^. . • ate work of the Holy Spirit is to produc^e ttnii 

tuous and holy moral exercises in saints^ by 4 

\ ; * ; ^ direct operation'^ on ike hearC'^ If, then, the 

^ ^ 'Devil exerts the same moral ii^uence (M^^agem 

cy, he* must operate directly on the hearts fJ^sin- 

* nfrj,.'and be the efficient cause of ail their sta« 

ful exercises and actions. Accordingly, Mr. 

* ' ^ A. represents the scriptures as teaching, that 

Satan is the efficient cause of all the sisurof 

'.' •*•, ^ men. He says, that Satan ** holds the ivhok 

\ world of ungodly men under his influence;" 

. . * . * meaning that moral influence, which. he had dc 

. * * scribed* After describing the generala^nqr 

. ; , of God, the agency of the Holy Spirit, afld thr 

ageficy of the Pevil, he says, " By these threi 

kinds .of influence, • all effects ate produced^ and 

' * ' • * :* alLop^ratiQns ane carried on, that transpke, €u 

^ ^ ther in the natural or nK)ral world." The gen^ 

,vral agency of God*' he describes as physical^ 

*•. and. as having no concern in producing m6jn| 

• . • exercises, whether sinful or holy : jthc ag^no]^ 

\^ » • of the Holy Spirit he describe as the pFodueing 

' . ^ cause of all holy exercises in men*: of course it 

* •" ^ -Vl ' . .'follows, that:all sinful exercises in men; are pro* 

4 *\ * .! .'\dueed by the agency of the Devil. Hence,* he 

expres^y says, that *tbe scriptures place the 

^ / evil exercises -of sinners ^ the account of iht 

god of this worlds and positively deny th^t sin, 

error, and wickedness,' proceed from a liivine 

moral mfluencq/ pp. 122^ 123^ .. These, g^]^ 
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issertions he endeavours to corroborate hy par;* 
teular instances. He says^ that Ananias ^ was 
movied'' to Ue to the Holy Ghost, by thi^ s^n^ 
cy of ** die malignant spirit." He says, .* Did 
God staiid by David and work inwardly *upoti < 
^ heart and inchne him to the sin of number* 
ingthe people? No; the devil did xais I 
He speaks j^ the Devil as ^' the caust of all 
wickedisess that prevails in the world/ ^ and as 
having power '^to /^nn/tife wickedness, aod to * 
dran; . men into sin. " ^ 

.Finally, in showing the extent of Satan'a 
pcwer in producing sin, he represents this apo9» 
tate ^irit as the efi^cient cause of hb own sbu 

'*^*< K we woafd not misonderstand** our aathor, * it must 
Ife carefttlly observed* fbat» !» his vi«w, !io isotivfis, m^anff, ' 
or seq^nd^ ca«ifle«rr hsr^ any power to produce sinlul ej^er- 
cises in xnen, without this inward, direct inflo^oce o'( the 
PevU.^ Vbe mind of a sinner can only look at these mo- 
tives ; It cannot move a step to choose them, until (h?]i choice 
wexcked by a positive, direct influence of ^Sataii brw the 
be«irt. ^ But. is not tbi» unpbHoaopfaical?- To say tkAt a 
^Qial^ positive act* of the Devti*s * power upon the heart, 
is necessary to excite sinful eiercises- in a heart previously* 
disposed to nothing but i^in^ is quite diS«;rent from thexomv " 
non train of human reasoning, in cases which biear a strong 
analofiv to tbi^' Does not this sentiment) that the DeVll it • 
the efficient cause of moral evili ^^ annihilate the 'whole sys- 
tem ol second causes in thp moral world V* at least in the * 
sinful part of it ? *' Is there no reality in all that is believed % ' 
by n»eif emi taught in the Bible) of second Cf^uses and ef<r * 
fibCts ? in truth, according to this theorri notnatrvty no Mcond 
tanse^ can move the mind of man to the least sinful inclina<i 
ttun.or choice. Nothing but the ^'nmediale agency of* the 
Devil alone ('can do this.'' ^ If Gud can give to mind and .. 
motive such strong mutual tendencies, as Dr. West justly 
CMceden; if the ^oiecedent temper and disposittoa of the 
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ful exercises and actions. He sajs, p-/85, 
" When Christ says of the Devil, * when fit 
speaketh a lie, he speaketh of his own, for fie % 
a liar and the fnher of it," does he mean b| 
hi< own and the father of ity that such an ex- 
ercise was his own exercise ? Does it not ap» 
pear, that it was our Lord's design to caution 
his disciples against looking beyond the agency 
of second causes, to account for the existence 
of falsehood and wickedness ?" If this was our 
Lord's design, then, in accounting for the first 
sin of the Devil, we must not look beyond his 
own agency : ** Regardless of all that philoso- 
phy may suggest, respecting the absurdity of a 
self-detcrming power," we must admit, that the 
Devil was the efficient cause oihis own first sin^ 
2^ well . as of all his subsequent sins. That we 
do not rnistake Mn At's meaning i& evident 

mind may be so constituted, ai)d4be qualities of motives so 
adapted (o please tbe mind, that they will certainly be cho- 
sen as soon as they come witbiii its ?iew ; then why may 
Dot God govern and determine tbe wills of fallen meni at 
least as to all their sinful actions^ by motive$ and second 
eause«> virithout a direct operation of tbe Devil on their 
hearts ? «^ In regard to Adam's choice of tbe forbid<]|^i 
fruit/' according to Mr. A. no external means, motives, or 
temptations were sufficient. But» bow did Mr. A. make this 
discovery ? Is any thing mentioped, in the history of tb* 
falU but the exhibition o( motives by tbe Serpent ? * Is lliere 
a word said about the direct agency of the Devil upon tbe 
hearts of our first parents ? Not a word, ** But how came 
Mr. A. to discover a thing, which none of the Inspired Wri- 
lers ever advanced ? Is l^f^re not something a » fully pie- 
£>umptuous and unlecoming creature^ who are of yesterday 
and kuow nothing* to talk of tlie agency" of the Devil, '^an<| 
the iusuScteccy of means, as this writer does /?" 
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^m ^hat he says in his Appendix, upoh the 
jame passage of scripture: " The Devil, in all 
le does, is never represented asl^being under 
my moral influence out of himself.*^ This is 
:he same as to say, that Satan is self-moved, in 
ill his wickedness, and the efficient cause of all 
his owii sinful exercises. 

Thus we have Mr. A*'s view of the extent of 
the Devil^s power, in the production of moral 
evil. He views him as the efficient cause of all 
the sins of men, and of all his own sins. The 
way is now prepared to inquire. 

Secondly. \Vhether it be agreeable to reason 
^ud scripture, to believe, that the Devil posses- 
ses and exercises such power in the production 
of moral evil? Well might Mr. A. call this "a 
mighty power.'* It is, indeed, such a power, 
as wc believe is possessed by none but the 
Mighty God. But, let us see, whether there is 
any foundation i|?*reason or scripture, for as- 
cribing* such a pt»rfcr to the D^vil* 

1. To suppose that Satan is the efficient 
cause of his own sinful exercises, is a gross ab- 
sordity^ What philosophers have said on this 
subject, is not so unworthy of regard, as Mr. 
A. suggests. We did suppose, that they had 
set the absurdity of a self-determining power, 
in so dear and strong a i^ht, that all who have 
i^ad them must see it, and be ashamed to ex- 
press a doubt of it. If Satan causes all his own 
exercises by his own agency ; then he caused 
his first sinful exercise by his own agency ; i. 
e; by an aci of his willy he produced his^r^' sin 
in himself. Was this act, then, by which he 



.108 

prodacedtus first sin, a sinful, or a holy act? 
To say it was a holy act, is absurd ; anH to say 
it was a sinful act, is to sa}r, that he had one sin 
before his Jirst. 

2. Tb suppose, * that Satan has power to acl 
as an efficient cause^ is to suppose, that he has 
power to act independently. However be migh! 
obtain this power, i£ he now possess it, he can 
act, without being acted upon by the First 
Cause ; he can tnove^ without being moved b) 
"any moral influence out of himself. ** And 
if this be not independent a^hm^ what is ? But 
Mr. A. says, *' The Devil is dependant.'* He 
may be so for his bemg^ but not for his ageiicv^ 
if he be self- moved. But, it is thought, th.t 
dependant self-moved creature , is as fabulous ai 
a Centaur. 

3. To suppose the Devil acts as an efficient 
cause, is to suppose him endued with D:vint 
power. To act as an efficient cause, is to act 
indfpmdently ; which is the Divine mode of act- 
ing. Besides, is it not as great an exertion oJ 
power, to produce effects in the moral-i as in thel 
natural world ? Is it not as great an exertion o^ 
power, to cause sinful exercises, as to cause ho- 
ly exercises ? Does it not require as much pow- 
er, to cause moral good and evil, as to cause 
natural good and evil ? We can form no con- 
ception of Divine Power, if it be not that, which 
acts independently, and produces eflfects by its 
own energy and efficiency. And did I believe, 
that God had communicated such power to the 
Devil, I could easily excuse the Manichees^for 
ri^pr esentii^ him as ngod. 
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4. It is expressly asserted, in sacred scrip- 
ture, that God is the efficient cause of moral 
evil* It is asserted in all those passages, which 
we have already quoted, and which teach, that 
God JaskionSj turns and hardens the hearts df 
men ; that He moves them to do evil ; that He 
makes them err from his ways ; that He creates 
darkness and evil ; and that He wwks all things 
in alL And, though it is not expressly said, 
that God hardens and turns the heart of Satan, 
yet, as he is a dependant creature, like men, an- 
alogy requires JUS to believe, that his sinful ex- 
ercises are caused, like theirs, by that Divine 
agency, without which, not a sparrow falls, not 
a body moves, nor any creature thinks or acts. 
I add, 

5. There is nothing in sacred scripture, 
which implies, that the Devil is the efficient 
cause of either his own sins, or the sins of men. 
There is nothings which implies, that he is the 
efficient cause of his own sins* Mr. A. quotes 
one solitary jpassage, which, he thinks, teaches 
this absurd doctrine ; but if he had quoted the 
whole verse, it would have appeared evident^ 
that he mistakes the meaning of the passage. 
John viii. 44, " Ye are of yoiir father the devils 
and the lusts of your father ye will do. He was 
a murderer from the beginning, and abode not 
in the truth, because there is no truth in him« 
When he speaketh a lie> he speaketh of his 
own : for he is a liar, and the father of it " By 
the Devil's being the father of the unbelieving 
lews, is obviously meant, that his moral char« 
actcF was the prototype of theirs, that there wM 

10 



vl moral likeness between them, ^9 ^ipq^f^^ j.» 
natural likeness between a parent and hi^^f^^ 
dren. His being a murderer, from theb^g;!^^ 
liingi may mean, that he was the ^r«/! mur4^jj|?ff 
or that he has prompted mankind tomv^r 
from the beginning of time, or that h^ Mcj^a 
murderous spirit from the commencem.e9^;9f 
his apostacy. By his speakmg-qfhis ovnr^M 
obviously meant, his speaking agreeably tobjis 
character : this appears fr<»ii the reason assign- 
ed, "for he is a /tar, «id the /other ci it," U:C- 
his character is that of a liar from the b(5gifi- 
ning, and he was the original liar, and the pat- 
tern after which liars copy. See Dr. GiiyjSjP on 
thepassage. 

There is nothing in sacred scripture,^ which 
implies, that Satan is the efficient cause of the 
sins of men. Mr. A. has produced a number 
of texts to -support this strange sentiment ; but 
they are all, either foreign from it, or against it. 
He has quoted several passagtis, relating to the 
fall of our first parents ; as Gen. iii. Matt, xui- 
28, and IL Cor. xi. 3. But, what do these pas- 
sages prove? They prove merely, ihattAe.^^^ 
penty by which it is supposed the Devil is meant, 
beguiled or tempted Cve to eat the forbidden 
fruit. " God himself, says Mr. A. charged tjbe 
mischief upon the Devil ^^ fThat did God 
charge upon him ? Producing the act of di^iobe-^ 
dience ? No such thing. •♦ Because thou hast 
done this*' — said God to the Serpent. fFAat 
had he done? He had beguiled the woman.. 
There is not the least intimation in the$0 p^- 
sages, or any others, that Gpd chai^^Sifan, 
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br IfliStf he was guilty of moving^ causing, or im« 

pfe^hrg oiir first parents to eat the forbidden 

fWiSt,— The parable of the tares, which Mr. A^ 

quotes," proves, indeed, that the Devil has some 

c<kWrem iti forming the characters of the wick- 

^d't but the figurative expression used in this 

parable, is slender ground, upon whioh to build 

the doctrine of Satan's efficiency in the produo- 

tfioil of moral evil The design of parables is, 

ta- illustrate and impreSs, end not to prove doc- 

trihes. By stretching tbem beyond their prop- 

er'lJmits, any thing, however absurd, may be 

extoftedii Mr. A; represents the third chapter 

of Genesis as designed to account for the fall ; 

whereas, it is designed merely as a brief history 

of that event. And, in such a brief history, it 

is" not strange, that the efficient cause should not 

'be -brought into view. But, this deficiency, if 

it be one, is amply supplied in other parts ©f the 

scriptures. 

Mr. A. quotes^^ M^tt. xii. 28, 29, to prove 
that 'all sinners of maid:kid are under the pow- 
er^ and influeiice of the Devil? But, this pas- 
sage relates to the peculiar ease of Demoniacks ; 
ami asserts nothing respecting the cause of sin- 
ful exercises, either in them, or others. The 
Devil, it would seem, hsA possession of the 
bodies, rather than the hearts of these diseased 
and lunatick persons. 

In II. Tim* ii. 26, and Eph. ii. 2, we are 
told, that some of mankind are i taken captive 
by the Devil at his will,' and that /he worketh 
in the children of disobedience.'* But, what 
more^ do these passages prov<, than this ; that 
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sinners voluntarily yield to the stt^estbns^ 
the Tempter, and that he works upon the nA^ 
ural faculties of their minds, by suggesting etft 
thoughts and presenting motives to ski ?^ It is 
Ttoi siid, in these passages, as Mr. A- as^erts^^pi 
122, that Satan '* works in the hearts of the^chA^ 
dren of disobedience.'' If it were said, in scnp^ 
ture, that Satan works m the he^rU we do not 
see with what consistei\cy it c<»ild be xlenied,^ 
that he *' has ability to search the heart." Doea 
he not know, wlukt he produce^ by his own im- 
mediate agency ? If the above passages taught,i 
that the Peyil works in the hearts of the wi^ck- 
ed, and causes aU their sinful e:$ercises, inde-4 
pendently of the agency of God, when it is scy 
often, and so expressly said, that Qod hardens^ 
and turns their hearts, and moves and stirs them' 
^ up to do wickedly ; the Bible would, indeed, 
appear to be written " in a strange style.*' 

Mn A, alludes to 1. Sam. xv'u 14, in which 
it is said, that an evil spirit from the Lord^ 
troubled SauU But, who know€, that this evil 
spirit was the Deyil t And, suppose it was ; i»idL 
that, when he troubled Saul, he instigated, or 
tempted and urged him on to kill David ; would 
it hence follow, that he moved, or impelled him 
to attempt murder, by * operating on his .moral 
and active powers ?' 

The next passage adduced by Mr. A. isi I. 
Chron xxi. 1, in which it is said, " Satan stood 
up against Israel, and provoked David to nuI^- 
ber Israel." Now^ what is the meaning of the 
word provoked'^ in this place ? Does it meap. 
* moved, causied, inftuenged, by a diri^pt operav 
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tioii <>nthe heart ?^ If this belts meaning, the 
Bible *is written in a strane;e style,' surely. 
Mr. A. is aware, that it is said, XL Sam, xxiv* 
1, diat the Lord moved David to number Is- 
rael- But, here he is able to explain, and tell 
us Aow the Lord moved him : '* It was by suf- 
fering him, in a degree, to fall under the powef 
and iniuence of the Devil;" To move a crea- 
ture, then, to do an action, is, to suffer him, in 
same degree, to be influenced to do it, by some 
other creature t In this exposition, it is believ- 
ed, that Mn A. ought to have, at least, the cred- 
it of originality. But I confess, that ^^ such in- 
tetpretations of scripture, are, to me, mon- 
strous!" 

Mr. A. incorrectly quotes the words of Pe- 
ter to Ananias. They read thus: Acts v. 3, 
** Why hath Satan filled thine heart, to lie to the 
Holy Ghost ?" It is observable, that Peter here 
charges it upon Ananias, as his fault, that Satan 
had filled his heart. ** fFhy hath Satan filled 
thkie heart ?" As if he had said, ^ why have you 
listened to the suggestions of Satan, and form- 
ed the impious design, with your whole heart, 
to lie to the Holy Ghost V Tht peculiar mode 
of expression here, which occurs in no other 
place in the Bible, should be understood in 
agreement with those numerous passages, which 
speak of God, as hardening, turning, and mov- 
ing the hearts of the wicked ; and with all those 
which limit the power of Satan to tempting, se- 
ducing and beguiling men, by suggesting 
thoughts to their minds, and exhibiting motives 
to dieir wills* The same observation applies to 
*10 



114 

John xiii. 2, in which it is said, " The Devil 
having now put into the heart of Judas Iscariotf 
Simon's son, to betray him." This is the only 
place, in which it i^ said, that Satan cverpui any 
thing in any one^s heart. And this text, and 
Acts V. 3» are the only places, in scripture, ia 
which Satan is mentioned, as having any thing 
to do with the heart at all. It is no where writ- 
ten, in scripture, that the Pevil hardens^ or iums^ 
qr inclines^ or tneyveSf the hearts of sinners. 
Comparing scripture with scripture, therefore, 
we ought to conclude, that all he did, in the 
case of Ananias and Judas, vvas, to suggest 
thoughts and exhibit motives to their mimls, 
and thus to furnish the occasion of their exer^ 
cising sinful affections and volitions ; and not, 
that he * operated upon their moral and active 
powers, and impelled them to act agreeably to 
his will and pleasure,' contrary to his nature as 
a dependant creature, and contrary to the ex- 
press declaration of scripture, that Qpd ci^te^ 
€^ il, and worketh all 19 all* 



SECTION XI. 

G6niainmg remarks upon the ninth section of tho^ 
Essay^ p, 90 — 94. 

Mr. Andros begins this curious section thus : 
^' It has been usual with the most eminent di- 
vines and pious Christians, to speak of the sin^ 
and crimes of men as taking place by divine 
pemsiis^Qn." But this, it appears, was not the 
iisual mode of speaking adopted by the eminent 
divines assembled at Westminster. In their 
Confession of Faith, as quoted by our author^ 
p. 20, they say, " The Almighty Power, un- 
searchable Wisdom, and infinite Goodness of 
God, so far manifest themselves, in his Provi- 
dence, that it extendeth itself even to the first 
fall, and all other sins of angels and men, and 

that NOT BY A BAKE PERMISSION, but SUCh 

as hath joined with it, a most wise and powerful 
bounding, and otherwise ordering and govern- 
ing of them, in a manifold dispensation, to his 
own holy ends. ' ' This CcHifcssion was approv* 
ed by the General Assembly of the Church of 
Scotland, and adopted by the Synod of the 
Churches of New-England ; and is received by 
Mr. A, as ^* the Calvinistick view of the sub- 
ject" And tliis^ unquestionably is the Calviiv- 
istick view of the subject. For it was usual with 
Calvin and his followers, to discard the word 
permissdpn^ and to speak of the sinful exercises 
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and actions of men, as caused by the ^^mf€ 
God. This is made sufficiently evidetj t bf -J^ 
W. R. Weeks, in his Eighth Sermon, pw ^69r 
174. But, after all, it is not so important, wt^at 
eminent divines and pious christians, have btj^ 
used, to say, as what they ougAt to say, in order 
to * speak with the scripiures,' 

In regard to the phrase Divine permission, Mr, 
A. has fhree observations : V 

!• " It is well adapted to that modesty /diffi- 
dence, and reverence, which becomes frailxhi]* 
dren of the dust, when they speak of the awfel 
mysteries, of the counsels, ways, and provi- 
dence of the Most High." We grant that ^ 
Ehrase in question, is well adapted to the -end 
ere mentioned, if it be true that the siitfulex* 
ercises of men are merely permitted^ and not 
caused by the Most High. But, if, as has been 
shewn, the scriptures represent Gpd as the Cre- 
ator of moral, as well as natural evil, and the ^* 
ficient cause,' as w^U as the last end of both ; 
then to deny this, or to be ashamed to say it, 
and to use tlie ^ soft, palliating' Xttm pertntmonj 
savours not of true modesty and reverence fw 
the Word of God, but, of tl^t fear of mw, 
which bringeth a snare* Mr. A* does "not 
know what that is in a good man's mind, 
which causes him to delight to speak of God as 
the efficient cause, that moves the hearts of 
men to all wickisdness." X will undertake to tell 
him : It is a belief, grounded on reason and sa- 
cred scripture, that God is the efficient cause of 
all things ; and that an opposite mode of speak* 
ing is absurd, and upscriptural^ and4isbonoiir« 



117 

ble to Ae Sovereign of the universe, *o/Vhom, 
rul through whom, and to whom, are all thii^ ; 
o ^^hom be glory forever.' 

2. "This language," viz. that the sins and 
crimes of men take place by divine permission, 
* is agreeable to sound reason and philosophy.'^ 
tVe arc pleased to see our author admit, that 
Jiere may be such a thing as sound philosophy ; 
for we had received the impression, from read- 
md his Appendix, before the Essay was print- 
ed, that he considered Paul as warning us to 
be^ware of all metaphysical and moral philoso- 
phy, as pernicious. But, how does Mr. A. 
make it appear, that the language in question. 
It agreeable to sound reason and philosophy ? 
It is simply by defining the word permiU 
'^ When a thing is said to be permitted, all that 
\s m^int, is, that from preceding acts of creat-^ 
ing power, and providential direction, an event 
will take place, except it be prevented by an^ 
other divine act, put forth for that purpose.". 
In this sensC) it is undoubtedly true, that all 
things and events nre permiUed ; for God does 
not, by a Divine act put forth for the purpose, 
prevent any thing that exists or takes place. 
But, is this what is meant, when it is said, that 
the sins of men tai-e place by T>\\ine permission I 
Does any one believe, that such a bare permis- 
sU)n will account for the existence of moral 
evil ? Would it be considered as agreeable to 
sound reason and philosophy, to say, that the 
world "came into existence by Divine permis- 
sion ;- or that the planets revolve, the sun 
slmiea, tlie showers descend, plants and animaUi 
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grow, by Divine permission ? Is this ^e' u^al 
mode of speaking, among " eminent divines aVi^ 
pious christians?" The scripture says,' tKat 
God forms the light and creates datfchfesSjI 
makes peace and creates evil; and that' Hfe 
fashions, turns, hardens and makes obstin^ 
the hearts of men. Does all this mean no tnoriJ 
than bare permission, or not hfndering their sin- 
ful exercises ? To illustrate the reasonabte and 
philosophical idea of permission, Mn A. says, 
*' When Satan entered paradise, and all the cir- 
cumstances of the temptation Were brought 
about, if God did not interpose by another act, 
Adam would be seduced.** But, why so f 
Was there any thing within Adam, to gitfe tfie 
temptation effect, while he was peffeetly holy? 
And, what was there without him, that could 
** impel him to eat the forbidden fruit, while aH 
the feelings of his heart revolted at the idea ? 
Had the circumstances of the temptation siidh a 
compulsory power, that Adani could not help 
yielding, unless God interposed, by an act of 
his Divine Power, to prevent it? How, then, 
was he.to blame for his fall ? 

3. •* This language, adds Mr, A. is conform* 
able to the style and manner, in which the scrip- 
tures oft speak of the way$ of God." He has 
produced six passages to confirm this observa- 
tion, which, he thinks, "will suffice such as 
have a due respect for the authority of the in- 
spired writers/* We admit, that the number 
of the texts would suffice, if the meaning of 
them were at all to his purpose. Three of these 
texts speak of God's suffering or permitting^ 
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^d^^Oc of his restraining or preventing^ not 
siiilijl exercises of heart, in which sin properly 
cof^sts ; but outward actions^ such as natural 
Ij^ now from sinful affections. This is plain 
fij^ia the face of the passages : " I gave them 
yp to their own hearts' lusts ; and they walked 
ia ttii^ir own counsels.— He suffered no man to 
dq tbem wrong.— He suffered not the devils to 
spea^. — -Who, in time past^ suffered all nations 
to ^alk in their own ways — I also withheld 
thee {rom sinning against me ; therefore I suf« 
isttpa ,thee. not to touch her. — What if God— 
endiu:e;d) with much long-suffering, the vessels 
of wi^th," i. e. suffered, or bore with, their dis- 
Qbed^t and provoking conduct. Now, what 
Are. ti^ese passages, and all others of a similar 
Mture, that might be adduced, to Mr. A. '6 
piiq^i)^e ? Is God^s permitting men to act out 
t^e^vy^lckedness of their hearts, the same thing 
as permitting the evil exercises of their hearts 
to. come into existence ? Or, when *' eminent 
4jivj^s^^ speak of the sins and crimes of men as 
taking place by Divine permission^ have they 
reference to their external actions only ? Wc 
c^not perceive the least inconsistency, between 
sayiiig, that Divine Agency causes the internal 
sinfu^.. exercises of men ; and admitting, that 
Divine Power restrains their outward wicked 
conduct. Apd .this is precisely, what the in- 
spired writers do ^say. Psalm, cv. 25. .-'He 
turned their heart to hate. his people, to deal 
subt^ly with his servants.'^ Deut. ii 30. " But 
SUk)ii king of Heshbon, would not let us pass 
by him ;^ for the Lord thy God hardened his 
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'^pyfit^ and made his heart obsiiftate.'^^ 1. Chron. 
xvi. 20, 21. " And, when they went from na- 
tion to nation, and from one kingdom to anoth- 
er people ; He suffered no man to do (hem wrong; 
yia, He reproved kings for their sakes/* 

In commenting upon Rom ix. 22, 23, Mr. 
A. has given a wrong turn to the passage ; as 
though it taught, that God is active in preparing 
the vessels of mercy for glory, but j&a^^i;^ in 
fitting the vessels of wrath for destruction. It 
is not said, in this pass^^ge, that God fits some 
for destruction, either by his agency, or his per* 
mission. It is said that God endured the ves* 
sels of wrath ; and that they are Jittedto de- 
struction ; but, it is not said that God fits them. 
This is learnt from other passages of scripture. 
This passage, rightly viewed, gives no coun» 
tenance to the absurd notion, that God fits the 
reprobate for destruction, by permitting their 
sin to take place. It only informs us. that, 
while the reprobate are fitting for destruction, 
God bears with their hateful and provoking 
conduct. 

^ Mr. A. says, that the expressions, ^©^V?^ 
men up to* their own hearts^ lusts, giving them 
over to a reprobate mindy &c» imply, ** that they 
naturally possess powerful propensities to that 
which is evil, and that God has only to forbear 
to renew, or restrain them, and they will run in* 
to all manner of wickedness/' We admit that 
such expressions do imply this ; but, we ask, 
how does it from hence follow, that divine agen- 
cy is not the efficient cause of those powerful 
protpensities ? We see not the least connexicni 
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hcte^ between the premises and the conclusiom 
We fictd it equally difficult ta see the force of 
Mr. A/s logick, when he infers, from God's 
being Said to suj^fer ttie wickedness of sinners, 
and not the goockess of saints^ th»t divine agen- 
cy is not equally the efficient cause of both. H 
the gbodness^ of saints were odious in its natui^> 
we presume God would be said to suffer it, as 
well as to su^ffi^r wkdcedness ; let the caiise of 
cither be what it may, or whether they have any 
cause. or not. Mr. A.'s last syllogism is equal- 
ly inconclusive^ but not so harmless. He says, 
*• If the exercises of wicked men are the effect 
of a constant inward divine operation, then sin* 
ners are led iiy God, and so by the Spirit^ as 
much as saints.". Here he again confounds the 
distinction of Persons in the Trinity. If it be 
the peculiar and official work of the Holy Spirit 
to lead men into truth and to sanctify their 
hearts ; then sinners arc not led by the Spiritf 
nor does the Spirit dwell in them ; although 
their hearts are in the hand of God, and He tqm- 
eth them as the rivers of water. What found- 
ation, then, is there, for all the ** shocking rep- 
resentations/' which Mr* A. has made ? 

We entirely agree with our author, p. 93, 
that ** there is surely no need of going any fur- 
ther than the scriptures do* in speaking of the 
greatness of the power of God or the extent of 
his agency." But ' we mny ask, is there not 
need of going as far as the scriptures do, if we 
would declare ali the counsel of God. nnd keep 
back nothing that is profitable ? If, rhen, the 
scriptures go so far as t» declare, that God^ 
11 
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bv^s men to do wickedly, inclines their hearts 
to evil, stirs them up to do wrong, turns their 
hearts to wickedness, makes them err from his 
ways, and hardens their hearts and makes them 
obstinate ; it is a question, that ought to be se* 
riously considered by those, who say, that He 
only permits the sins of men to take place^ 
whether they do not take *' a soft and cautious 
way to keep the truth, respecting the Divine 
agency, out of sight ?'* 



MIttPMB 



SECTION Xa 

Containing remarks upon the tenth section of the 
Esssay^ in which Mr. A. attempts to make it appear 
that *^ the idea of divine efficiency is a novel doo* 
irineJ^^ 

Mr. A. seems to take such a pleasure in call- 
ing the doctrine of Divine efficiency, " a novel 
doctrine, and a new theory," that he must needs 
call it so several times, before he came to this 
section, in which he makes an attempt to prove 
its novelty. He acknowledges, however, that 
^* the antiquity of a religious opinion is no cer- 
tain evidence of its trtiih .*'? and, he might have 
added, that the novelty of a religious opinion, 
is no evidence of lis falsehood. In one sense, 
indeed, all religious opinions, that are founded 
in truth, are equally *antient ; as they are all 
contained in the sacred scripture, the oldest 
book in the world. If, therefore, we were con- 
vinced, as Mr A, modestly asserts, that *• the 
voice of the most enlightened and virtuous part 
of the Church of God, in all past ages, is en- 
tirely against the doctrine of positive efficiency 
in the production of moral evil," We would give 
it up, as of human invention. But, as it is a 
doctrine plainly and fully taught by the inspir- 
ed writers, who were as virtuous, and as much 
enlightened^ as any part of the Church of God, 
in any age ; we would not relinquish this doc- 
trine, even if it could be proved, that it had Iain 
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.Jpcealed from the whole Christian Churcb, 
from the days of the Apostles, to the present 
time. We know, that the mystery oftntquitz/ 
began to work, before Paul ceased to write- 
The lustre of divine truth began to be. obscur- 
ed by superstition and error, immediately af- 
ter the apostolick age, and spon underwent aa 
almost total eclipse, from which it did not 
emerge, till the long, dreary night of papal usur- 
pation Vas passed, and the reformatipn dawned> 
under Luther. From that time to the present^ 
light ha» been gradually increasing in the 
christian world. New truths have been drawa 
from the exhaustless mine of the seriptures, and 
others cleared of the rust of ages, and restored 
to their origii>aI brilliahcy. Luther and Calvia 
and their coadjutors achieved wonders ; but there 
is no reason to believe, that they discovered all 
the truths contained in the 3ible, orascertaini^d^ 
in every instance, the best method of explainr 
ing gnd defending the truths, wbiich they had. 
discovered. Though they embraced and bcdd^ 
ly taught the leading doctrines of the Qospel ; 
jret they sometimes failed in their attempts tp 
illustrate them, to show the consistency ht^ 
twcen them, and to answer the objections aj^dinjst 
them. By the labours of succeeding divines^ 
much light hqs been shed upon the doctrine of 
Original Sin, the doctrine of Total Depravity, 
the doctrine of Regeneration, the doctrine of 
Atonement, and other peculiar doctrines of the 
Gospel. And to suppose, that no further im- 
provements ought to be attempted, or can b^ 
made;^ in Christian Theology, is evidence of ^ 
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bigotted and contracted mind. The views of 
Hobinson^ the venerable Pastor of the first 
Planters of New-England, and President Ed- 
^vards, that original and profound theologian, 
were more liberal. The latter resolved not to 
reject a sentiment, merely because it was neia^ 
as he had observed was the practice of some el- 
derly men ; but to keep his mind open to in- 
struction and conviction. See his Resolutions. 
Mr. Robinson, in his Farewell Address to those 
members of his Church about to sail for Plym- 
outh, in N. E. thus exhorts them : " If God 
reveal any thing to you, by any other instru- 
ment of his, be as ready to receive it, as ever 
you were to receive any truth by my ministry ; 
for I am verily persuaded, I am very confident, 
that the Lord has more truth, yet to break out 
of his holy word* For my part, I cannot suf- 
ficiently bewail the condition of the reformed 
churches, who are come to a period in religion, 
and will go, at present, no farther than the in- 
struments of their reformation. The Lutherans 
cannot be drawn to go beyond what Luthier 
saw. Whatever part of his will our good God 
has' revealed to Calvin, they will rather die than 
embrace it. And the Calvinists, you see, stick 
fast where they were left, by that great man of 
God) who yet saw not all things. This is a 
misery much to be lamented. For though they 
were burning and shining lights in their times, 
yet they penetrated not into the whole counsel 
of God ; but were they now; living, would be as 
ready to embrace ftirther light, as that which 
they first received. I^ beseech you, remember 
*11 
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it is an article of your church Covenant, " tbi 
you be ready to receive whatever truth shall be 
made known to you, from the written word of 
God," But, I must exhcwt vou to take heed 
what yoii receive as truth, thiamine it^ con- 
sider it: and compare it with other scriptures of 
truth, before you receive it ; for it is not possi- 
ble, that the christian world should come so 
lately out of thick antichristian darkness^ and 
that perfection of knowledge should break forth 
at once " 

Though the reformers, in answering objec- 
tions against the doctrine of divine efficiency, 
endeavoured to make a distinction between the 
actions of men, and the mor^d ^McUUics of those 
actions, which led them sometimes to write ab- 
surdly and inconsistently ; yet, that they believ- 
ed and taught the doctrine, is capable of dem- 
onstration. We believe this ha^ been demon- 
strated by Mr. Weeks. The reader is request- 
ed to review the ** strong expressions respect- 
ing the decrees and agency of God as directing 
all events,*' which Mr. Weeks has quoted in 
his Eighth Sermon, p. 166-180. These e:^« 
pressions a^e too strong to allow Mr. A. to say, 
that " it never entered into their hearts to adopt 
it as their system, that God was the inward ef- 
ficient cause of all moral evil.'' It is not seen, 
that he has exhibited evidence of this. The 
similitude, quoted from Augustine, p. 96f is 
\fia% a simiUtude ; and if Calvin was, ^ at that 
time, satisfied with it, for want of a better,^ ic 
4oes not prove, that he believed the Devil to be 
th<e e^Qiciiit cause of sin* la the. tWQ quota* 
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xions from Calvin's Institutes, p. &7. Mr/A. 
mistakes his meaning. It is presumed, from 
what Calvin has written in other places that he 
did not mean, that God did not create, or cause 
the actions of the Devil ; but only, that He did 
not create or cause the smfut qualty of his ac- 
tions ; a distinction, which the Keformers made, 
where there was no difference. In the second 
quotation, Mr. A. understands Calvin as saying, 
that * the wills of the reprobate, are stirred up 
by Saiati*^ But, his words do not convey this 
idea* The words are, " for the executing his 
judgments by Satan, the minister of his wrath. 
He (God) both appointeth their purposes to 
what end it pleaseth him, and stirreth up their 
wills." Calvin, here, evidently represents Satan 
as only an instrument j and God as the efficient 
cause of the hardness of men's hearts, 

Mr. A. p. 98, quotes Luther as saying, " God 
is not the cause of evil.'* Here, if Luther be 
correctly quoted, we mustsuppose he m^ant to 
make the nice distinction, between causing evil 
as a quality and causing the actions^ which bear 
that quality. Thus understood, he meant not 
to contradict his own declaration, that ^^ God 
worketh all things in men, even wickedness in 
the wicked.'* It is a want of due attention to 
this distinction between act and quality, coni- 
mon to the Reformers, which makes Luther ap- 
pear so ** flatly to contradict himselt " — Mr. A. 
Mrouid have it, that Mr. Weeks is ** precisely** 
9s uncandid, in quoting from Luther, as Mr, 
Merril was, in quoting from Calvin. But, has 
Calvin any where said as expressly, *^thatim- 
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mersion is the cmly valid mojde of baptism^'^ as 
Luther has, that '* God worketh all things in 
men, even wickedness in the wicked ?'* 

Mr. A, next introduceds Witsius, and af- 
firms, that he "reprobates, in the strongest 
terms, the doctrine he is quoted to support." 
If so, it must be manifest, that he *f flatly con- 
tradicts himself:'' for he has said, " A second 
cause cannot act, unless acted upon, and previ- 
t>usly moved to act, by the preventing and pre- 
determining influence of the First Cause. *^ But 
how does Witsius reprobate the doctrine iu 
question? He says, according to Mr, A.'s quo- 
tation, " To make God the author of sin is — 
dreadful blasphemy.'' And, what does Wit- 
sius mean by the word author, in this coiiaex- 
ioii? Does he not mean, causing the sinful 
qualify of actions, and not the acHcms them- 
selves ? Witsius advances, what Mr. Weeks 
quoted him for, viz. that God is the efficient 
cause of the actions of men. Whether he was 
consistent in advancing this, and yet denying 
that God is the author of moral evil, is another 
question. He teaches the. doctrine of Divine 
efficiency ; and the Book, in which he teaches 
it, was recommended, without reserve, by the 
"distinguished names," mentioned by Mr. 
Weeks : and neither " honour nor integrity" 
required Mr. W. * to let the world know,' what, 
probably, he did not know himself, if Mr. A. 
does, how many ' of those great names were ori 
the side of his doctrine.' If these great nam&s 
have acted inconsistently, was Mr. W. bound 
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in honoiu- and integrity, to expose them to the 
worid ? 

It has been the uniform doctrine of the tie* 
formers and their successors, with the excep* 
tion of Arminius and his followers, that all the 
volitions and actions of men, take place s^ccord- 
ing to the eternal purpose, and are caused by 
the positive agency of the First Cause of all 
things. It is not a little surprizing, that any 
one at all conversant with their Confessions of 
Faith and Systems of Divinity, should call this 
in question. The doctrine of Dhine efficienry 
is, unquestionably, one of the leading *' Doc^ 

TRINE.S or THE BefOB>I4.T10K.'^ 

In the year 1614, there was published, Iq 
London, an English translation of a work, en* 
titled "A full Declaration of the Faith and 
Ceremomes profesised in the dominions of the 
most illustrious and noble Prince Frederick V, 
Prince Elector Palatine." In this declaration 
of some of the. original and most distinguished 
Churches of the Reformed^ we find the doctrine 
of efficiency very fully expressed. " The per* 
mission of God, when he permitteth that which 
is evil, 15 not a bare permission^ but God hath 
always his hand in the work, and he tumethand 
ordereth every action.— l^he same is found in 
the writings of Dr. Luther : as saith he, ** when 
God workcth all, in all things, he also worketh 
in the ungodly, &c*" Almighty God — hath 
Ae motions of all creatures in his hands, and 
tumeth them which way he will, according to 
I ^he work, which he will accomplish by them* 
There is nothing exempt from such a disposing 
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God — not even the hearts and thoughts of men, 
as it is written, " From the habitation of his 
dwelling he beholdeth all them that dwell on 
the earth; he fashioneth their hearts every 
one.^* 

• In a work of Theophilus Gale, on " Divine 
Predetermination,'* London, 1678, we find the 
following sentence, and much more to the same 
effect : '' The efficacious concourse of God, 
modifies, and according to its mode, determines 
all actions of second causey, not only necessari- 
ly, but freely. — The Divine Will may and must 
determine the human will to all its natural acts.'^ 
p. 171. On this subject, the author quotes a 
number of the most eminent English Divines 
of the day, in confirmation of his doctrine. 

The Rev. Samuel Willard's Body of 
Divinity was published at Boston, 1726. The 
author was Pastor of the Old South Church, 
and Vice-President of Harvard College. This 
work was highly recommended by Rev. Messrs. 
Prince and Sewall, of Boston, and was gener- 
ally approved and admired. A few extracts 
follow : ** God's Efficiency is that whereby He 
worketh all things,. and all in all things. What 
God foreordained in his Decree, that He brings 
to pass in his works ; these, therefore, are of an 
equal latitude. — As to the special nature of Ef- 
ficiency, 1, It is that, whereby God works all 
things. Eph. i. 11. He worketh all things. — ■ 
If we look all over the world, and see any thing 
effected or made ; any operation wrought, or 
thing brought to pass : we may say as the Ma- 
gicians once said, This is the finger of GocK 
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2. He works all in all things. I. Cor. xii. 6. It 
is the same God, which worketh all in all, i. e. 
The whole efficiency of all things depends up-. 
on the First Cause. Isa. xlv. 7. I form the 
light and create darkness ; I make peace and 
create evil ; I, the Lord, do all these things.— 
He himself is the Cause of all causes, and first 
Mover of every thing that moves. Acts xvii. 
28. In Him we live, move, and have our be- 
ing. If we take a particular account of things, . 
we shall discern that this Efficiency is in them 
till~5. In the disposing of the freest actions of 
the freest creatures, viz. Angels and Men. — . 
They have a free will of their own, but yet He 
doeth all here too. He preserves this will of 
^eirs, and He inclines it too, to be sure to all 
that is good. He hath an hand also in sin, 
though without sin : He hardens the heart and 
blinds the mind, &c." pp. 105-106. '' All (crc 
ated) beings depend upon the First Being, not 
only for entity, but for operation too. Dan. v. 
23. Whose are all thy ways. Prov. xxi. 1. The 
king's heart is in the hand of the Lord, as the 
rivers of water ; He turneth it whithersoever 
He will. — The concurrence of the First Cause, 
is the cause of the activity of the second cause.'^ 
&c. p. 143. 

President Edwards was a " great and excel- 
lent man,'* and, we doubt not, understood and 
embraced the doctrine of the Reformers, re- 
spectihg the Decrees and Agency of God. Of 
this any one may be convinced, who will read 
his Enquiry concerning the Will,P- 4, sec. 10- 
And where Mrt A. quotes him as denying that 
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God is the efficient cause of sin^ it is evident 
he means to make the same distinction, made 
by the Reformers, between the act which is sin- 
ful, and the sinfulness of the act. 

Dr. Scott and the Editors of the Christian 
Observer, are very rnodern writers ; and if they 
agreed with us, their opinion would hardly re- 
lieve us from the imputation of novelty. Wc 
are inclined to admit, that they differ, very ma- 
terially, from the Reformers, on the subject of 
Divine Efficiency ; as they do from American 
divines, respecting the JS/ature of Holiness^ the 
Nnture of the Atonement:, and the Sinfulness 
mid Ineffieacy of the Doings of the Unregener- 
ate>: subjects, in Mr. A.'s opinion, *' never more 
justly stated and clearly illustrated,*^ than by 
American divines. 

We agree with Mr. A^ " thM the Ghristian 
ought to be satisfied with such light as the 
scriptures impart ;'' and that, of course, with- 
out * attempting to explain the mode of Divine 
operation upon the principles of abstract rea- 
soning* about the * efficiency of motives^ and 
the imparted influence, energy: and activity of 
second causes^ means and instruments; the 
Christian ought to be willing ta see the Agency 
of God in the light in which the inspired wri- 
ters set it^ when they say, that God creates 
evil, hardens and turns the hearts of wicked 
men, and moves them and sim them up to do 
wickedly* 

We also believer with Mr • A. th&tdie pious 
and godly in the Church of Christ; will contin* 
ue to believe on the subject before jiS| ia'^;es 
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to come, in the main, as they have in ages past 5 
and we believe further, that such as make no 
pretensions to vital godliness, and many that 
do, together with Deists^ Infidels and Hereticks 
of all sorts, as in time past, so in time to come, 
\vill ' keep aloof from the Doctrine of Divine 
Decrees and Agency, with a kind of natural 
horror' arising from ' the enmity of their carnal 
niinds against God.* 

As Mr. A. does not offer his story of Bona- 
parte's General and. the thievish Arabian Boy, 
'^ lis Sin argument^^^ I shall take no further no- 
tice of it, than simply to observe, that as the boy 
was educated a Mahometan, and taught the doc- 
trine oifate^ he no doubt meant to be under, 
stood, that he was sq moved, as to be compelled 
to steal, and was, therefore, blameless; which 
might well be a " shocking idea," even to a 
" wicked man," of common sense. 
12 



SECTION xin. 

Containing rtmarks upon Mr. A.^s Conclusion^ p\ 
104—114. 

In. his concluding observations, Mr. A. pro- 
poses to point out the ' interesting advantages, 
gained, as he conceives, by his view of the sub- 
ject' under consideration. We will review 
these, in the order in which he has stated them. 

1. ** The purity and simplicity of the Gospel 
of Christ i^ hereby preserved.'^ The purity 
and simplicity of the Gospel, Mr. A. repre- 
sents as consisting in the ideas and views of di- 
vine things revealed) and in the language and 
style in which they are expressed, lo this 
statement we have no objection ; and, on this 
ground, we are perfectly willing to submit the 
question, whether his view, or ours, of the sub- 
ject before us, best preserves the simplicity and 
purity of the Gospel ? And, 

First. As to the ideas and view^ of the; ^lA* 
ject of Divine Agency in the productiop of 
moral evil, revealed in the scriptures: It is 
written, that God fashioneth the hearts of all 
the children of men ; that He hardeneth whom 
He will; that He turned the heart of some to 
hate his people ; that He moved David to num- 
ber Israel ; and that He creates evil, and work- 
eth all in all. Now, ivhat is the idea conveyed 
by such words as fashion, harden^ turn, move? 
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create, and work ? Is it not that of direct and 
positive agency ? But, this is precisely our view 
of the subject. We say, that Divine Agency 
tnoves men in their wicked actions, 2j\A causes 
their sinful exeinises ; hoWy we pretend not to 
explain. Does ?^r. A/s view of the subject ac* 
cord better with this scriptural idea ? He main* 
tains, that the Divine Agency does not touch the 
hearts of wicked men, to move them to wicked 
actions ; that what God is said in scripture to 
do, He does not do himself, but employs sec<* 
end causes and instruments to do for him ; that 
when it is said, God moved David? the mean« 
ing is, that the Devil moved him ; and that;, 
when it is said, God put it in the hearts of the 
ten kings to do his will, we are to understand, 
that Satan put it in their hearts ! 

Secondly. As to the language and stylcy in 
vi^hich the scriptures speak on this subject :— « 
They.are just the same that we use, without 
comment, or paraphrase. Wc want no other 
words to convey our idea of the Divine Agen- 
cy, than those, which ** the Holy Ghost teach* 
eth" in the sacred volume ; such as fashion^t 
hardeny turn^ movej create, is?c* 

Let us now see, in what liTnguage rkn6 style 
Mr. A. conveys his view of the subject of Di- 
vine Agency in the production of moral evil. 
"Under the infinitely wise and powerful ar- 
rangement and disposal of second causes and 
instruments, the effect is produced, without any 
positive Divine efficiency.— Since man comes 
into the world with an heart fully set in him to 
do evil, God does no more thati uphold liim » 
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this nature, and so dispose and manage theaf- 
fairs of ihe world, that motives, and temp- 
tations to sin. fall in his way, and thkt by 
ih se he is m ved to all the evil he commits.— 
Wg conceive that the winkedkess which takes 
place in the world, hardening Jie^^rts, &c. is as- 
cribed to God, because it is agreeable to his in- 
finitely wise counsels and designs, to order 
things in his Providence, so that it will come 
to pass. — In operating to harden the hearts of 
men, God works by means or second causes, 
and gives to these means a power competent to 
the effect, without any direct operation on the 
heart of sinners. The agency of the Serpent, 
or Devil, effected the fall of man.^^Satan is a 
strong man, holding possession of ik& heart as 
his residence. — ^Satan is represented as the 
agents "who ^ moves sinners^— ^The Devil is emU 
nently the cause of all wickedness that prevails 
in the world.— ^To speak of the sim and crimes 
of men as taking pjace by divine permission^ is 
iigreeable to sound reason and philosopky, and 
to the style and manner in which the scriptures 
oft speak." Such is the language and style, in 
which Mr. A. expresses his view of the con- 
cern God has in the sins of men. If there be 
any ^«m here, in point of preserving the sim- 
pticity and purVtf oj* scrip 'mallatiguage, Mr. A. 
is entitled to all the praise of it. This, howev- 
er, appears to us " a very inconvenient style,*' 
in which to express the simple, scriptural truth, 
that God hardens and turns the hearts of the 
wicked, whithersoever he will. Between Mr. 
A.*s style and language on^ this subject, and[ the 
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plain, precise and artless phraseology of the sa« 
cred writers, there is a striking contrast. But, 
*^ a material departure from the language of in- 
spiration in speaking of divine things, tends to 
introduce incorrect views of those things. And 
if any one has any thoughts on religion, which 
will not bear a scripture dress, they are to be 
suspected as fallacious.'' 

We proceed to Mr. A.'s second " interesting, 
advantage^^ gained by his view of this subject : 

2. ^* We avoid one great occasion of stirring 
up the hearts of men to speak reproachfully of 
the ways of God and the ministry of his word." 
Here we agree with our author, that " the na- 
tive enmity of the human heart against God and 
divine truth, is sufficiently great*' But, we 
tvould ask, whether this enmity will be dimin- 
ished, by exhibiting the ways of God in such a 
light, that wicked men will not speak reprpach- 
fuUy of them ? If thtre be real enmity in the hu- 
man heart by nature, against Go(/and his truth ; 
we should hence infer, that nothing would have 
sudi a tendency to awaken that enmity and stir 
up men to «peak reproachfully, as the most 
clear, full, and scriptural exhibition of the De* 
creesy fForks and Character of God. And, if 
there be a mode of talking about the Decrees 
and Agency of God, which does not excite the 
enmhy of ^e natural heart, we suspeet it must 
be such a mode, as €ixh^. distorts or eoneeak the 
truth on this subject, and ^' ds^kens counsel by 
words without knowledge." 

If Mr. A. by his peculiar views, gains an ad^ 
vantage, in the above ret^ect, over t^$ and 
*12 
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** «ome preachers in New-Ei^and;" the Ar- 
minian, Unitarian, or Universalist, gains an 
equ-il advantage over him : and, in this respect, 
it must be confessed, we all have greatly the ad- 
vantage of the Prophets, Apostles, and even 
Christ himself. When the Prophets preached, 
the people said, ^^ speak unto us smooth things 
— Cause the Holy One of Israel to cease from 
•before us." When the Apostles preached, the 
f>eople were ready to stone them. And when 
Christ preached, " the whole synagc^e were 
filled with wrath." 

Whether *' judicious and sober Christians" 
would be willing to contribute to the support of 
a Missionar}s who should preach as Paul did in 
his^r^f sermon to the Pagans at Athens, that 
^*God hath determined, the times before ap- 
pointed and the bounds of the habitations^' of 
mefl, and that * in Him they live, and move (are 
moved) and have their bemg,' we shall leave for 
the christian publick to decide. But, should a 
Hindoo, or any other Pagan, say to such a Mis- 
sionary, " Why doth he yet find fault, for who 
hath resisted his will ?" Instead of using the 
softening term "permission,'' or any other 
-^* palliative,'* he might answer, in the words of 
Paul, ^ Nay, but, O man, who art thou, that 
repliest against God" Such an 5* appeal to the 
4inder^a;nding and conscience," Mr. A. thinks^ 
tj^ouldbe sufficient, if any thing would, to **sL. 
lence the voice of objection ;" whether the heari. 
•er should be able or not, to follow, the preacher 
'^^throagh the whole system of wire-drawn mct- 
aphjsicks," to |)roye, what, be sure, Mn A. be^ 
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fieves, that ** though God be the imitiediate au» 
thor (cause) of all our most abominable lusts ^ 
yet this does not at all militate agaiiist responsi- 
bility, or the criminality of such exercises;'* 
since, as he ingenuously says, p. 14, ** If the 
holy exercises, which God produces in saints, 
be morally good and praiseworthy, we see not 
why the evil exercises of sinners would not be 
cximinal, though produced in the same way.^' 

3. *' Another important point gained, sayat 
Mr* A. is, we avoidF running the scriptures into 
a plain and irreconcileable contradiction.'* This 
is truly an important point, if it he gained. But, 
if the ipassages refem^ to by Mr. A. under this 
head, are to be understood in his ^ense^ the 
point, however important, is lost. If these pas- 
sages all relate to i\\c primary ^ producmg cause 
of moral evil, there is a palpable contradiction 
between them, which Mr. A.^s view of the sub- 
ject can 4iever reconcile. It is said, in these 
passages, that ^ God creates darkness, creates 
and does mi\ ;' and, on the other hand, that * the 
lust of the flesh, &c. is not of the Father ; and 
sinful wisdom descendeth not from above.^ Now, 
if the latter passages must be understood to as - 
sert, as Mr. A. maintains, that God is not tlie 
primary^ producing cause of moral evih they 
contradict the former., which assert, as Mr. A. 
allows, that God is the primary^ producing cause 
of moral evih " There can be no doubt, he 
5ays, p. 3i. as to what thtfrst cause of volition 
is; all contemplative minds know this to b^ 
God :' • ;and iagain, p; 18'; ** It is a plain declar- 
^on of iicripturo, .Uiat .Cod hardois the hearts. 
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&C. But, this is to produce moral evil ; and 
ihisfact we readily admit^'^—Tht only way to 
remove tWs ** seeming contradiction in the 
scriptures/* is, to give a correct exposition of 
L Johnii. 16, and Jam. iii. 15. These passages 
irlate to the nature, and not to the cause of the 
corrupt passions and criminal lusts of men. 
See p. 79, 81, of this Review. 

We come, at length, to the last of the " in- 
teresting advantages,'' which >Ir. A. thinks he 
gains, by hid view of thd subject of Divine 
Agency. 

4- *• We reser\^e to ourselves a method of 
explaining this awful dispensation of Jehovah, 
hardening the hearts of men,- sending them 
strong delusion, &c. by which the judgment 
and conscience of the sinner is most easily gain« 
cd and his objections silenced.*' 

It Is true, as Mr. A. says p. 110: "There 
is nothing in the Divine conduct, that more 
commonly provokes the cavils of wicked men, 
than God's being said to harden the heart, to 
blind the eyes, &c." Let us, then, see how 
Mr. A. would *' deal with th© objectoi^" accord- 
ing to his ** view" of the subject. Anfl first, 
he would give up the doctrine objected against : 
secondly, he would sliow the objector, that the 
meanS'i by which his heart b hardened, are Very 
food in ihemseioes : and, thirdly* he would give 
an answer, which would be much more pertu 
nentj accorduig to our view of the subject, thaa 
his otvn. 

First. He woukl give up the doctrine^ with 
tiduch the objector caviU. The doctrine isi^ that 
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God, in some sense, cToes harden iht hearts of 
all sinners, and by his Agency^ mediaie or im- 
mediate, produce all their sinful exercises and 
actions. This doctrine Mr. A would relin- 
quish, by saying, thv)t * hardening the heart, &c. 
is a special^ and not a general dispensation of 
God — a punishment for ibrmcr disobedience.' 
p. no.* But if hard nng ihe hearts &c. be a 
special and judicial^ and not a general and sove-- 
reign dispensation of God, then it is doubtless 
limited to at few enormous and incorrigible sin- 
ners, and is by no means common to all the 
impenitent. The objector, therefore, rtot view- 
ing himself as a flagrant and incorrigible tran^ 
gressor, will no longef see any reason to appre*- 
hend, that God hardens his heart, and caring lit- 
tle for others, will cease to cavil. This manner 
of dealing with objectors, would not only gain 

♦We repeat, that the scriptures no where represent 
God^s bardeomg the heart, &c. as a jmni^ment for former 
dfdobedience. The sacred writings are not chargeable with 
the absurdity of representing moral evil as the punishment 
of moral eril.— On the same pag^, Mr. A, says, * Calvin 
considered the original depravity of al) mankind, as the pun- 
ishment of Adam for his first act of disobedience ; and that 
this is as consistent with the Justice and Goodness of God, as 
that children should now be exposed to Divine judgments 
for their parents^ ^ sins,* How could Ml. A. say this, con- 
sistently with bis unqualified approbation of what American 
divines have written upon the doctrine of Original "Sin ? And 
how will be reconcile this, with the Pivine threatening oT 
punishment to Adam, ^* In ihe day thou eatest thereof, (bou 
^halt surely die?^^ and with the Divine declaration) '* The 
soul (hat sinneth, it shall die. The son shall not bear the 
iniquity of the father, neither shall the father bear the iai- 
^ity ofthe son." £2ek. xviii. SO. . . 
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the judgment and conscience of a modem Cal* 
vinist; but silence the objections of an antient 
Arminian. 

Secondly. Mr. A. would show the objector, 
that the meanSj by which his heart is hardened, 
are very good in themselves. He says, p. 110, 
* The ordinary meansy by which sinners, in the 
Providence of God, are hardened, are such as 
tliese :— -His great love and bounty, in bestow- 
ing on them worldly prosperity ; deferring the 
punishment of their sins, and with much long- 
suffering, giving them space to repent ; sending 
his prophets and ministers to tell them their er- 
rors and mistakes in religion, and solemnly to 
call them to repentance.^ These, to be sure, 
are extraordinary means to be used, in the 
Providence of God, to Jiarden men's hearts: 
we should have thought, that they were rather 
the appropriate means of softening their hearts. 
These m^aajr are doubtless, as Mr. A. observes, 
"acts of great mercy and kindness" in them- 
selves. But, Avill this consideration silence the 
objector ? Will he not still say, * If God devised 
these means, with a design that they should har- 
den my heart and fit it for destruction, and gave 
to these means such an '* influence, energy and 
activity/* as He knew would- make them effect- 
ual ; how am I under such mighty obligation to 
thank Him for these means ? How is it the bet- 
ter for me. to be fitted for destruction by these 
means, than by any other^, or without any means 
at all ? And, how is it more just and righteous 
in God, to give efficacy to these means, in hard* 
cnirig my heart, than to harden it by his direct 
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agency ; if these, indeed, do not amount tc^ 
much the same thing ?' Thus, it would seem, 
that the objector has not yet done with Mr. A* 
And he is not ignorant of it. " We know very 
well^ the sinner, though foiled by the blow just 
now given, may rise again, and with vehemence 
urge, V\ hy did God originally give me an heart, 
that should be capable of being hardened in the 
way you h^ve stated ; or why did He not exert 
his omnipotent, power and grace to soften my 
heart into repentance under these dispensations 
of love ?" p. 11 2. AcccM-dingly, Mr. A. would 
give. 

Thirdly, An answer, which would be much 
more pertinent, according to our view of the 
subject, than his own. The answer is that givert 
by PiCiil, Rom: ix. 20, 21\ ** Nay but, O man, 
who art thou that repliest against God ? Shall 
the thing formed say to him that formed. Why 
hast thou made me thus? Hath not the potter 
power over the clay, of the same lump to make 
one vessel unto honour, and another unto dijs- 
honour?" This answer is, unquestionably^ 
" pungent and powerful." But, it is much moYe 
pertinent, as we view the doctrine objected 
against, than as Mr, A. views it. For, 

1 . It was the same view of the doctrine, which 
we have, against which the objection, which the 
apostle answers, was made. The doctrine \t 
thus stated by him, in the 18th v *' Whom he 
will HE hardeneth." Here the direct and posi- 
tive Agency of God is expressed, without the 
least suggestion of meansy instrumeniSy second 
cauies, or imparted energies and activMies. Thi» 
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view of the doctrine is carried into the objection 
and answer. ** Who hath resisted his will? 
Why has thou made me thus?" This implies, 
that God, and pot any created instrument, makes 
men what they are. " Hath not the potter pow- 
er, &c. to make one vfessel unto honour, &c. ?" 
This implies, that the Agency of God, in fash- 
ioning the hearts of men and forming their char- 
acters, is as direct and positive^ as the potter^s 
in moulding tlie clay. 

2. If the Apostle's answer were designed to 
meet an objection against Mr. A.'s view, that 
God does not directly harden the heart himself, 
but only gives power to means. and instruments 
to do it, without his positive agency ; the mode 
pf expression seems improper and irrelevant. 
It should rather have been, ' Hath not the pot- 
ter power over the clay, to use an apprentice or 
employ a journeyman, to make vessels for 
him?' 

3. If the objection had been made against 
Mr. A.'s view of the subject, the Apostle's an- 
•swer would not have met it. The objection, in 
this case, would not have been against God'^^ 
/prdening i he heart ; for this is not Mr. A.'s 
view ; but against God's permitting the heart 
to be hardened by a train of second causes, 
adapted and arranged in his providential gov- 
ernment. But, the answer is so constructed, 
as directly to meet the objection agc^Jnst our 
view of the doctrine, which is» that God hardens 
the heart himself^ and cmses all the volunr:>ry 
'exercises and actions of men. '* Shall the thing 
formed say to him that Jbrmed it, why hast thou 
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made mc thus ? Hath not the potter power over 
the clay, of the same lump, to make one vessel 
unto honour, and another unto dishonour?'' 
This answer, though concise, yet implies what- 
ever might be said, with truth, respecting ** the 
nature of moral ag€ncy, human liberty, and the 
sinfulness of xhoral exercises, as being in their 
nature^ and not in their cause ;" how much so- 
ever these things may be neglected or despised, 
by such as ^ have had their confidence in ab- 
stract reasoning completely destroyed.' And, 
in Mr. A. 's opinion, this answer is perfectly 
conclusive: for he says, p. 113, "He that 
knows that God does 2l certain thing, and is not 
satisfied that it is justy is not to be reasoned 
with any further^'' 

We have come, at length, to the ^ period' of 
our author's * labours ;' which, of course, brings 
us to the end of our cursory review. We are 
happy, in the retrospect, to find, that we * have 
attempted, by abstract reasonings to prove Mr. 
A.'s metaphysical discussions incorrect;^* and 
that we*have not attempted, by ant/ kind o{ red,- 

* Mr. A. says, p. 113, " Should any one object lolhe 
metaphysical discussions contained in this volume, and at^ 
tempt by abstract reasonings to prove them incorrecti I shall 
take no notice of it. I have not introduced thetn to estab- 
lish any point, except this, (hat by them no point in divinity 
cam be established/' Is it not a pity, then,.tbat he should 
have so much swelled the size and enhanced (be price of 
his book, with abstract arguments and metaphysical discus- 
sions, to prove, that motive governs the willy that preserva- 
tion is noc creation continued^ that moral agency consists in 
a power or capacity to put forth moral action^ and that God 
has imparted an influence^ energy and activity to second 
13 
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sonmg, to prove, that, when James says " This 
wisdom descenHeth not from above, &c. and. 
The wisdom, that is from above, is pure, &c." 
he means, '^ that sin and holiness come both 
alike from a direct divine influence on the heart 
of man;" since, by these ^u\ts of commission 
and omission^ we shall, according to Mr. A.'s 
positive declaration, in the last sentence of his 
£ssay, save him the labour of writing again, 
and ourselves the labour of reviewing what he 
might write.* 

FINIS. 

causes^ st^ient to produce moral evil; without his own 
•Agency ? when he had no design in all this, but to show, 
that no point in dirintiy can be established bj such argu- 
ments and discussions^ and when, having lately reviewed 
some metaphysical speculations, he has really ' lost all con- 
fidence in abstract reasoning,' and views * metaphysical 
deeps, as a dangerous snare, baited with pride.' p. 50. 

* l! was in contemplation to add an *' Appendix," con- 
taining* i. Some further observations on the nature, impor- 
tance and utility of the science of Met a phy sicks. 2. A col- 
lection of Mr. A.'s conceisiona. 3. An illustration of Mr. 
A.'s moUo^ " speaking the truth in Icrnt^^ by suntlry quota- 
tions from his Essay. And, 4 A Contrast," showing how 
Mr* A.'s views and representations of the doctrine of Divine 
Agency, cantradict one another. But, as our review has 
unexpectedly filled so many pages, that we fear the reader^s 
patience will never bring him in sight of this Note ; we 
have concluded to postpone the Appendix, and especially 
the Contrast, until Mr. A. shall furnish us with one more 
con^radic^ion^ by publifihtng an answer to what we have 
written. 



ERRATA. 
Page 16, 1. 31, for ! read ?— 18, 1. 2\, read divine ageo- 
cy — 23, 1. 9, for I, read If — 37, 1. 5, for and Toiition, read 
of volition •^45, 1. 2, for cause, read causes — 58, L 5, for 
not, read on — 128, 1 4, for introduceds, read iDtroduces-— > 
130, 1. 9> for concourse, read converse. 
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